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SENATE.
Moxvpay, July 10, 1922.
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'elock a. m., on the expiration of the

recess,
REINTERMENT OF SOLDIER DEAD,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
a communication from the Quartermaster General of the Army,
inclosing a list of American soldier dead returned from over-
seas to be reinterred in the Arlington National Cemetery
Thursday, July 13, 1922, which will lie on the desk of the
Secretary for the information of Senators.

DISTRIBUTION OF SPEECHES BY FEDERAL RESERVE PANKS.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
a communication from the governor of the Federal Reserve
Board, transmitting, pursuant to Senate Resolution 308, let-
ters from the Federal reserve banks of (leveland, Chicago, and
Kansas City, which will be printed and lie on the table.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, on Saturday last other replies
to the so-called Heflin resolution were received, and on request
of the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herrin] the order
for printing those replies was rescinded in order to await the
receipt of replies from other banks, that all the replies might
be printed together. I inquire how many replies have been re-
ceived from the banks, numbering 11 in all?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Only six replies have been received.
Those replies will, therefore, be held in anticipation of the re-
ceipt of the rest.

CALL OF THE ROLL.

Mr, HARRISON. DMr. President, I guggest the absence of a
quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The reading clerk ealled the roll and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Gooding McLean Sheppard
Borah Harris McNary Himmons
Brandegee Harrison Moses Smith
Bursum Hetlin Nelson Emoot

Calder Johnson New Spencer
Cameron Jones, N. Mex, Newberry Sterling
Capper Jones, Wash, Nicholson nderwood
Caraway Kel logF Norbeck Wadsworth
Colt Kendrick Oddie Walsh, Mass,
Culberson Keyes Ovel'lnlu Walsh, Mont.
Curtis Ladd Pe per Warren

du Pont La Follette Phipps Watson, Ind.
Ernst ~ Lo:(l{:- Poindexter Willis
Fernald MeCumber Ransdell

France MeKinley Robinson

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-eight Senators have answered
to their names, A quorum is present.

APPOINTMENTS BY EXECUTIVE OBDER.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the inquiry,

Mr. HARRISON. On the calendar day of April 24 the Sen-
ate passed a resolution (8. Res. 258) requesting the President
of the United States to furnish to the Senate the names of
persons appointed by HExecutive order since the 4th day of
March, 1921, and the reasons therefor. Has there been any
response to that request, may I inquire?

The VICE PRESIDENT. There has been no response, as the
Chair is advised.

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, nearly three months have
elasped since the Senate of the United States passed the reso-
Iution. It was a reasonable request. The request merely
stated that the Senate desired the names of persons who had
been appointed by the President of the United States since the
4th of March of last year through Executive order where ex-
ceptions had been made to the civil-service rules, and the
rencons therefor. When the Senate passed the resolution, and
it was p.ssed unanimously, of course many of us thought there
were a good many of such appointees who had been excepted
from the civil-service rules. We did not think, however, it
would take more than three or four days to get the informa-
tion to the Senate. We knew there was Marion, Ohio, and
some other places, but I had no idea and I am sure no other
Senator had any idea that the list was so long that it would
tak: three months to prepare the list,

It may be that it requires a good deal of time to get some
reasons for the appointments which were made under excep-
tions to the civil-service rules, but the Senate is entitled to be
respected by the President of the United States, the same ag he
would have the Senate respect him. I submit that a resolu-
tion passed three months ago by the Semate of the United
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States unanimously making such a simple requekt should be
heeded,

I submit that unless some report is made to the Senate within
a reasonable time other action upon the part of the Senate, if
it can be taken—anything from mandamus to quo warranto
proceedings—should be instituted to extract from the President,
if possible, this large list of names of those who have been
appointed through Executive order in wviolation of the civil-
service rules, and the reasons therefor. If there were no
reasons for the appointments, then the Senate is entitled te
know that. If there were reasons, whether good or bad, then
‘certainly the President has had sufficient time to give them.

PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS.

Mr. ROBINSON presented a resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Federation of Women's Clubs at Chautauqua, N. Y., pro-
testing against the passage of House bill 8086, to prohibit the
shipment of filled milk in interstate or foreign commerce in its
present form, and suggesting amendments thereto, which was
referred to the Committee on Agricnlture and Forestry.

He also presented memorials of the American Bank of Com-
merce & Trust Co., of Little Rock, Ark, and the 0. K. Houck
Piano Co., of Memphis, Tenn., remonstrating against a redue-
tion of zone rates on second-class mail matter, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. TOWNSEND presenteq petitions of sundry citizens in the
State of Michigan praying that only a moderate rate of duty
on kid gloves be imposed in the pending tariff bill, which were
referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. POINDEXTER presented numerous petitions of various
lnmber and shingle companies and sundry citizens in the State
of Washington, praying for inclusion in the pending tariff bill
of a duty of 50 cents per thousand on imported shingles, which
were referred to the Committee on Finance.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:

A bill (8. 8803) amending section 2 of the act entitled “An
act making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1921, and for other purposes,” approved
June 4, 1920; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. BORAH:

A bill (8. 3804) granting an extension of time for the repay-
ment of construetion charges on reclamation projects; to the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.

By Mr. SHORTRIDGH :

A bill (8. 3805) to eonfer jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims to ascertain the cost to the Southern Pacifie Co., a cor-
poration, and the amounts expended by it from December 1,
1906, to November 30, 1907, in closing and eontrolling the break
in the Colorado River; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. POINDEXTER :

A bill (8. 3806) fixing the salary of the United Btates dis-
triet attorney for the western district of Washington; to the
Committee on the Judiciary,

A bill (8. 3807) directing the resurvey of certain lands; to
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

A bill (S. 8808) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
investigate and report to Congress upon the Columbia Basin
irrigation project; to the Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation.

By Mr. WATSON of Indiana:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 220) authorizing the Secretary
of War to loan certain cots, blankets, tents, chairs, ete., to the
executive committee of the American Legion for the Depart-
ment of Indiana for use at the State convention of the Ameri-
can Legion to be held at Terre Haute, Ind., September 25 26,
and 27, 1922; to the Committee on Military A.tfn.u-s.

By Mr. SPENCER :

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 221) providing payment of
judgment in favor of Robert L. Owen and associates in the
case known as the Mississippi Choctaws Case No. 29821, Court
of Olaims (with an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Indian Affairs,

THE TARIFF,

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, tb encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pend-
ing amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. T ask that the Senate now consider para-
graph 713, page 102, eggs of poultry.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments to paragraph 713
will be stated.

+  The first amendment of the Committee on Finance in para-
graph 713 was, on page 102, line 6, before the word * cents,” to
strike out the numeral “ 6" and to insert the numeral “8,” go
as to read:

PAr. T13. Eggs of poultry, in the shell, 8 cents per dozen——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, there are three
amendments proposed by the Senate Committee on Finance to
paragraph 713. I shall discuss all of those amendments together
and not take the time of the Senate to discuss eaclks amend-
ment separately, so that when the discussion is over we may
vote immediately upon all three amendments.

The Senate committee amendment proposes to increase the
duty on eggs in the shell from 6 cents, as provided in the House
bill, to 8 cents per dozen; on whole eggs, egg yolk, and egg
albumen, frozen or otherwise preserved, from 4 cents to 6 cents
per pound; and on dried whole eggs, dried egg yolk, and dried
egg albumen, fromr 15 cents to 18 cents per pound. Under the
Underwood law eggs in the ghell were on the free list; on eggs
frozen or otherwise prepared a duty of 2 cents per pound was
imposed ; on frozen or liguid egg albumen there was a duty of
-1 cent per pound; on dried whole eggs a duty of 10 cents per
pound ; on dried egg yolk a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem ; and on
dried egg albumen a duty of 3 cents per pound. 8o that it is to
be observed that paragraph 713 represents a proposed increase
of 200 per cent over the Underwood rates on frozen or other-
wise prepared eggs and a jump from the free list to 8 cents per
dozen on eggs in the shell.

Under the Payne-Aldrich law all eggs, with the exception of
dried eggs, were dutiable at 5 cents per dozen; dried eggs were
dutiable at 15 cents per pound, egg yolk at 25 per cent ad valorem,
and egg albumen at 3 cents per pound. It is to be observed,
therefore, that the proposed increase in the duty on eggs in the
shell in paragraph 713 over the Payne-Aldrich rate represents
an increase of 60 per cent, and the proposed increase of the
duty on dried eggs over the Payne-Aldrich rates represents an
increase of 20 per cent.

The egg problem is largely confined to frozen eggs. There
are practically no imports of consequence into this country of
eggs in the shell. There has been a growing increase of im-
portations of frozen eggs from China. So that the duty which
is likely to most affect prices is the duty upon preserved or
frozen eggs.

It will not be amiss to consider briefly the imports and ex-
ports of eggs. The domestic production of eggs in 1919 was
1,577,000,000 dozen, valued at $641,000,000. Our average im-
ports are about 2,000,000 dozen and our average exports are
about 30,000,000 dozen. Imports come mainly from China, but
it is to be noted that even during the years of the operation
of the Underwood tariff the imports in comparison to produc-
tion were more than offset by our exports. Our imports do
not average one-seventh of 1 per cent of our production. Our
main imports are in frozen, dried, or otherwise preserved eggs,
of which we export practically none. Imports of frozen and
dried eggs come from China and are used by wholesale bakers
and confectioners. In 1920 we imported 9,000,000 pounds of
frozen whole eggs, 9,000,000 pounds of frozen or dried egg yolk,
and 3,000,000 pounds of frozen or liquid egg albumen.

The reason advanced for the proposed increased rates, in-
creases over the Payne-Aldrich law and over the House rates,
is the removal from the domestic market of the competition
of frozen eggs which come from China. It is to be noted that
we import comparatively few eggs in the shell, and that our
imports consist mostly of egg products. The producers of eggs
urge a high duty on egg produects in order to force the con-

sumers to use domestic eggs in the shell. They think this is one |

step toward getting a monopoly of the domestic market on eggs
and egg products; that shutting out importations of frozen
eggs and egg products will stimulate the domestic industry
and lead to a greater demand for eggs in the shell and conse-
quently higher prices.

The domestic production of frozen eggs and egg products has
not up to the present time taken care of the demand, and pro-
duction could be increased, it is urged, if imports were shut out.
We have had to import frozen eggs in order to take care of the
demand, chiefly on the part of the bakers and confectioners of
the country. It is claimed, however, if frozen eggs and egg
products were eliminated from ecompetition in the domestie
market that the industry would be developed here, that there
would be a greater demand for eggs in the shell, and that in
time the domestic market could take care of the demand for
necessary egg products,

The industries engaged in the production of frozen eggs and
egg products are located in the Middle West. Those industries
are separate and distinct from the agricultural industries, and

in my opinion the farmer can derive no benefit from the high
rates upon eggs and egg products proposed by the committee,
The middlemen, who buy the eggs from the farmer and who
have established manufacturing plants so as to freeze eggs
and to extract and put upon the market egg products, may be
beneficiaries of this protective tariff, because the rate is so
high that the importation of these products will be almost
prohibited and the confectioners and bakers of the country will
be dependent upon these middlemen for their supply of egg
products.

The drying of eggs is a factory process involving very heavy
overhead expense. The imposition of a high duty will be a
serious burden to the users of dried eggs and will be reflected
in increased prices for pie, pastry, cakes, and confectionery.

It is claimed that with a duty which will practically shut
out imports ,of egg products the demand for shell eggs will be
increased and that there will be reflected a corresponding benefit
to the farmer by an increased price; yet our annual production
has always been more than our consumption, and we have
exported considerable quantities of eggs, while the importations
of eggs in the shell have been negligible and have largely been
eggs sold along the Canadian border.

There is very little difference between the price paid for the
Chinese frozen eggs delivered in New York and the frozen
eggs produced in this country delivered in New York. The
bakers claim that they will be unable to get sufficient egg prod-
ucts to take care of the demands of their business, and they are
therefore very insistent in their opposition to the high rates
provided in paragraph 713 of this bill.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ovpig in the chair). Does
the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from
Montana?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should like to inquire of the
Senator from Massachusetts how far the principle of the dif-
ference in the cost of production here and abroad enters into
these rates? Take the eggs in the shell, on which a duty of 8
cents a dozen is imposed. ¥rom where do the eggs in the shell
come which are imported into this country?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. From Canada.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And does it cost 8 cents a dozen
more to produce eggs in this country than it does to produce
them in Canada?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think not. There are also
some eggs imported from China in the shell, but the quantity is
negligible.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. How do they come in the shell?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, They are imported as case
eggs.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. As case eggs from China?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes; they are transported
in refrigerators.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What evidence is there showing
the difference in cost of production of eggs in this country and
in China?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no evidence at all.
There is some evidence that the Chinese eggs sell at a cheaper
price.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So that really the rate proposed
represents an arbitrary figure merely imposed for the purpose
of prohibiting imports, does it not?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no doubt about that,
and that is true of nearly all of the commodities in the agri-
cultural schedule.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator from
Montana what was the question he addressed to the Senator
from Massachusetts? It was impossible to hear him over here.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was very desirous of ascertain-
ing how far the principle of the difference in the cost of pro-
duection here and abroad has entered into the items of this
particular paragraph, and I inquired of the Senator from
Massachusetts from what country we import eggs in the shell?
He tells me from Canada.

Mr. JOHNSON. And also from China.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly. I inquired if it cost 8
cents a dozen more to produce eggs in this country than in
Canada. The Senator from Massachusetts then informed me
that we also import eggs in the shell from China, and I in-
quired of the Senator what evidence there is to show that 8
cents is the difference in the cost of production of eggs in this
country and in China.

Mr. JOHNSON. The difference is even greater than that;
and if the Senator will glance at the testimony taken before
the Senate Finance Committee——
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Mr. WALSH of Montana, The testimony of cost of produc-
tion?

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Where can I find the testimony
concerning the cost of production?

Mr. JOHNSON. I have before me the tariff hearings be-
fore the Committee on Finance of the Senate, page 2862.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Just what does that testimony
show as to what the cost of producing a dozen eggs in China is?

Mr. JOHNSON., In a word, the difference between 6 cents
and 25 cents.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What is the testimony concerning
the cost of production of eggs in China?

Mr, JOHNSON. I think substantially 6 and 8 cents in
China, as against 25 cents in this country.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I should like
to call the attention of the Senator from Montana to some
statements made with regard to and egg products in the
Tariff Information Survey on the articles in paragraphs 203
and 204 of the tariff act of 1913. That survey comments upon
the difference in the price of eggs from China and eggs sold in
the American market that are produced here in America. The
paragraph to which I refer reads as follows:

During that season—

Referring to the season of 1921—
frozen-egg products p r:sa]ared in one of the largest factories in China and
Lnnded in New York charges paid (customs Included) were s tl,y

ver 2 cents per pound cheaper than simfilar products prepared
lnrge hrnking plant in the Central West and delivered at New ‘.l'ort.

This report says that there was a difference of 2 cents per
pound in frozen eggs. The House provisions of this bill fix a
tariff duty of 4 cents per pound on frozen eggs. The Senate
Finance Committee has increased that to 6 cents per pound.
How can this be defended in view of the information as to the
difference in cost at New York?

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I desire to finish my state-
ment about this matter. In the face of the information that
there is a difference of 2 cents, the Senate Finance Committee
proposes to fix the rate here at 6 cents per pound.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. JOHNSON. I wanted, with the Senator’s permission, to
furnish to the Senator from Montana the information that he
desired: First, in the testimony of Knox Boude that is found
at the page that I suggested; secondly, the detailed information

_that was given by Prof. James E. Rice, representing the Ameri-
can Pouliry Association, Ithaca, N. Y., found at page 2877.
Therein will' be found the details that the Senator from Mon-
tana doubtless desires, and the answer to any question he may
wish to put respecting the difference in cost.

In addition to that, let me correct—unless T misunderstood
the Senator from Massachusetts—a statement of his respecting
the place or the country from which eggs now come in comn-
petition to us. The principal place with which we come in com-
petition now is China.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I stated that particularly
about dried eggs.

Mr. JOHNSON. Then I did not hear the Senator. I mis-
understood the answer.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no doubt at all
abont the fact that egg products are imported from China.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. Will the Senator allow me to put in a
single paragraph of the statement of the Tariff Commission?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator wait until
I get through? I desire to finish my remarks on this subject.

Mr. McCUMBER. This is simply on the question of the
difference in cost, which the Senator was discussing,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, That will, no doubt, be in
order after I have completed my statements.” I am practically
through now.

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly; I will walt,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, from the in-
formation at hand these high rates are ‘not justified. If any
benefit accrues to anybody, it is going to accrue to the so-called
middleman ; and the information which the Tariff Commission

furnishes to the Finance Committee is to the effect that there
is not such a difference in the price of Chinese eggs as com-
pared with the domestic eggs as to warrant this very great
increase in the price of eggs and egg products—an increase of
200 per cent over present law.

I ask that two letters with reference fo the proposed rates
on eggs and egg products be inserted in the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objoction. it is so
ordered.

The letters are as follows:

FROZEN RGGS, EVAPORATED EGGS,
WasHINgTON, D. C., June 15, 1922
Hon. Davip 1. WALSH,
United States Senate, Washington, D o.

Drsr SmxaTor: Permit me to offer a suggestion relative ta the
tariff on the above-mentioned items, in which I belleve the Ben
committee has been persuaded to make a mistake that mght Emﬂ
very costly. It has increased the rates 140 to 700 per cemt, and
whether yovu can afford to do it.

Hﬁ tell me that the proposed rates would be absolutel
hibltive, and that if they are insisted upon it will totally oblitera
commerce in these products. But leaving them out entirely, an em-
bargo of these commodities would seriously affect certain lines of
oog prodnction and some very considerable American industries de-

thereon. It should net be done.

lt ould be noted that frozem and eva mtedbags are simply raw
materials used in manufacturing, and o by ra of commercial
1mportn.ncs in a few of the big industrial ¢ They never come

competluou with the domestic egg in the home To thls extent

are nonmmpet,ltive The bakers say th have no facilities for
bran.klng and tes ;‘iq? and that they woul nimply have to curtail
their production If depr ved o: these prepared n;g?

A rate of 2 cents nd on frozen and o paund on
evaporated e would fnir and reasonable. z—l
revenue and D Amedcnn industry, besides aiding the p! yslml well-
being of milllons.

Any considerable increase over these rates will (1) put the im-
porters entirely out of business, (2) curtail the productiveness of
many Mg manufacturing establishments, (3) react detrimenhliy u n
about B r cent of American families, and (4) result in cake
dinner pails everywhere, besides (5) decreasing the revenue of the

country, and all without the slightest compemntm; advantage to any
of the ple. I don't believe you want to do 1

ery sincerely yours,

pro-

C. E. RICHARDSON,
Nrw BEDroRD, Mass,, May 16, 1922,
DavID I. WALSH
United

Hon.
Rtates Senate, Washington, D. C.
Deanr Simm: We understand that a tariff bill (H. R. 7466) is now
being debated in the Semate, and I desire to call te your ltzentlnn cer-
tain matter in it which, if passed, would be a deci hardsh lfnon our-

selves and all others in our industry. If we are correctly informed,
increases in the tariff as follows are outlined in this bill:
Per cent,
Dried whole egg 100
Sugar 100
‘:fn‘finp 200
Lemon and orange oil ——— 200
Shelled peanuts 400
Bhelled almonds =76
elled walnuts_ ———— 20D

Cocoa butter, a very large Increase, figures of which we have not at

d.
Atl of these materials are used largely in our business, and the
creases outlined would materially affect an indus which has been

st.ruﬁz for a year and a half past to keep its head above water.
olinf of the four so-called independent cracker baking com-

panies in the 8 ate of Massachusetts have shown my Eroﬂtl at all m

that period, and while not having any desire to any res|
bilities, it does seem as though an increase in tari of the size appsr-
entl Wr enntemplated wcmld be 8 bur almost too heavy to bear.

e

Nl} g use your great influence tc the end
that we ma:betei om thia proposed burden.
Yours very truly.

8xmLL & Simpson Biscorr Co.,
Evwarp H. WHITMAN, General Manager,

Mr. McCUMBER, Mr. President, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts says that these high rates are not justified. Undoubt-
edly, from the standpoint of those who want to get their eggs
cheaper, they may not be justified, but from the standpoint of
those who produce eggs and sell them in the United States I
think they are amply justified. I do not know anyone in the
farming business or in the poultry business who is making an
unreasonable return upon his investment in poultry. I do not
think they are making as much in percentage upon their eapital
invested as are the bakers and those who consume the product
of the American poultry farms.

The Tariff Commission report says, on page 661:

Tn China 2 to 3 dozen can be bought at seaports for the price of
1 dozen here.

From 2 to 8 dozen can be purchased at Chinese seaports for
the price of 1 dozen in the United States,

Mr., WALSH of Montana. Mr. President—

Mr. McOCUMBER. Now, Mr, President, if that be true, in
view of the fact that China is a good-sized country, there is
ample opportunity for an enormous development of the Chinese
trade and the destruction of the industry in the United States,
where it costs from two to three times as much as in China.

I yield to the Senator from Montana.
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Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I notice that the
following sentence appears in connection with the statement
Jjust read by the Senator:

When carefully selected and handled, these eggs can be placed on
the American market and sold to bakers, who use prlndpally cheaper
grades known as ' seconds.”

That is to say, that out of these eggs that you encounter in
the Chinese seaports, when you select them—of course, that
means, when you throw out the ones that are more or less
tainted——

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, no, Mr. President; I want to correct
the Senator there, It does not mean when you throw out any
of them.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And then when you bring them
across the ocean to San Francisco—and I observe that New
York is the principal market for them—they are there sold
as seconds to bakers who make use of them. The context leads
one to the conclusion that the eggs are not of very high char-
acter; and, as some one has said, if an egg is bad at all, it is
useless,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the Senator made a state-
ment there that the record will not bear out at all, namely,
that those which are not carefully selected are thrown away.
That is not the case at all. They are carefully selected. Those
of the better quality are used directly and sold as eggs in the
shell. The others are not thrown away at all. They are
dried or preserved in other manners, and are used also by the
bakers. There is no evidence anywhere that there is any
waste whatever in the eggs that are brought over. Of course,
if an egg came over rotten, I presume it would be thrown away ;
but there is no evidence of anything of that character. So we
get right down to this proposition: The cost of production in
Ch na is about one-third the cost of production in the United
States. Of that we have direct evidence. The selling price
at the ports in China is about one-third of the selling price of
the American egg. as shown by the tariff reports.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. However that may be, it appears
that the foreign compet.tion is not substantial, as represented
by the following figures: During 1920 there were 1,708,701
dozen eggs introduced 'nto this country, of a value of $617,909,
and there were 38 000,000 dozen exported from this country.
The total production ran to something like 1,575,000,000 dozens,
and the imports amounted to 1,708,000 dozens, or less than one-
half of 1 per cent.

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes, Mr. President. Cuba gives us a dif-
ferent'al, I believe, of 20 per cent, and that enables us to ex-
port heavily to Cuba; and we export to Canada a certain class
of very high-grade eggs, which are reexported to England,

Now, let us get the proportionate figures.

In 1913 Canada imported 16.894 dozen eggs into this country.
That was under the Payne-Aldrich bill. China imported 95,639
dozen, In 1921 Canada had increased her 17,000 to 763,000
in round numbers, and China had inereased her 95.000 to
1,348,000 dozen in round numbers. That shows a pretty rapid
progress in the introduction of the Chinese egg, and fo some
extent also of the Canadian egg, and it certainly justifies the
duty we have placed upon eggs in the shell of 8 cents per dozen.
Of course, we can buy eggs cheaper for the benefit of these
bakers if we will allow the American producer to go out of
business and the Chinese producer to supply the American mar-
ket; but with this protection we do not expect that we will in-
crease the Chinese importation at the expense of the American
producer.

Now, Mr. President, I simply want to place in the Recorp
the equivalent ad valorem duty.

In 1921 the imports amounted to 3,062,518 dozen eggs, valued
at $022.839, or 30 cents per dozen. On the basis of 80 cents per
dozen the 8 cents per dozen rate is equal to 27 per cent ad
valorem. Compared with the ad valorem given in every other
line of industry it will be found that this is much below the

average,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, for the fur-
ther information of the Senator from Montana I want to call
his attention to Table 1, summary of trade in eggs and egg prod-
ucts, on page 14 of the Tariff Information Survey on eggs and
ezg products. The Senator will learn from that table that the
proposition briefly is this, to eliminate the importation of eggs
and to continue the exportation of eggs, to keep from buying
anything abroad, but to let out of America everything that we
possibly ean sell to the world. This table shows that the value
of the imports of eggs and egg products has never exceeded the
value of the exportations of eggs and egg products. The figures
for the year 1919 show that the imports of eggs and egg prod-
ucts were valued at $3,885.387, while our exports were valued
at $12,785,000. In the year 1920 the imports of eggs and egg

products were valued at $12,991,000. The value of the domestic
eggs and egg products exported was $19,431,000. The following
year, 1921, the imports were valued at $10,000,000 and the
exports at $11,452,000,

This table shows that there is no serious competition, that
our export business has always been worth more than the small
amount of imports which are shipped into the country. The
committee amendments are based upon the theory that by in-
creasing these high duties we will entirely shut out the imports,
we will stop everybody from selling to us, but we will retain the
business we are doing with the outside world, and perhaps in-
crease it.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. This matter of a duty on eggs is
a gquestion in which I have no interest at all. I do not imagine
it amounts to anything. I can not conceive that the importa-
tion of the inconsequential amount of eggs or egg products into
this country, which the information before us shows comes in,
can really be an element in the fixing of the price of eggs
throughout the country. That it may affect some one producing
eggs in California, where tley come in immediate competition
with the eggs from China, may possibly be true, but so far as
the country at large is concerned, it is an inconsequential mat-
ter. I simply spoke of it to show that the claim that these
rates represent the difference in the cost of production here
and abroad is just a pretense, without any foundation whatever.

I have before me the testimony referred to by the Senator
from California, and if I interpret it correctly, it does not at
all sustain the contention he makes that the evidence shows a
difference in the cost of production between this country and
China of 8 cents, or any other amount. I have before me the
testimony to which he referred, and I do nof find anything in
it to show the cost of producing eggs either in this country or
abroad. The gentleman to whom he referred said :

We always figure the cost of producing eggs at 25 cents a dozen.

That is all there is on that subject, so far as the United
States is concerned, go far as I can discover.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator will pardon me,
Mr. Boude =aid:

I am golni to put in evidence in a few moments the pre—war prices
of sending Chinese eggs as reported by our consuls. Here is a report
of an investigation made by the University of Oregon. It shows that
the custs pelore the war were from 2 to 6 cents per dozen as paid by
ex;:oirt:ers over there, or importers here, whichever way you wish to
put it.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the
Senator from California?

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I yield?

Mr. JOHNSON. I was endeavoring to furnish the testimony
to the Senator, who thought there was no testimony upon the
subject. He now has had an opportunity, during the debate,

to look at the testimony of one witness. If he will take the "

trouble to look at the testimony of the other witnéss, Professor
Rice, he will see the costs mapped out in the various charts.

It is unfortunate in debat ng a proposition of this sort that,
first, there shall be a statement that there is no testimony of
any sort; then, when the Senator has had three or four min-
utes in which to investigate some of the testimony, he shall
reach a conclusion upon that without looking at the rest of the
testimony.

I commend to him, not at this time, because it is no time for
usg to be reading for the first time testimony with which we
ought to be familiar, the tariff hearings, the testimony taken
before the Finance Committee, where he will find answered in
detail and definitely every single query he can put. But I beg
him not to take the time to ascertain it now, upon the floor, in
a matter in which he says he is not interested at all; but sub-
sequently, during his leisure hours, if he will peruse what has
been sa'd by Professor Rice about the egg, doubtless there will
be an illumination upon the subject that will be charming to
him, and that will make it unnecessary, without adequate in-
formation, for him to indulge in his animadversions,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I looked at the source indicated
by the Senator, and I was not able to find the information which
he said I would find. Of course, it may be somewhere else.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph
713, page 102, line 9, to sirike out * 4" and insert “6"; and on
line 10, to strike out “15" and insert * 18", so as to read:

Whole 8, eﬁg yolk, and egg albumen, frozen or otherwise prmred
or preserved, and not specially provided for. 6 cents per pound; dried
whole eggs. dried egg yolk, and dried egg albumen, 18 cents per pound.

The amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that we now go to page 110, para-
graph 757—peanuts. ) O0;

The first amendment of the committee, in paragraph 757,
was, page 110, line 23, to strike out “3 cents” and to insert
in lieu thereof “ three-fourths of 1 cent,” so as to read:

Peanuts, not shelled, three-fourths of 1 cent per pound.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetfs. Mr. President, - desire to
call attention to the faet that there has been a very great
reduction made in the committee amendment in the rate upon
peanuts. I have been unable to find any explanation for this
action, except that peanuts are raised in the Southern States
that are represented here by Democratic Senators. I think it
is a drive to embarrass Democratic © embers of this body. I
know of no other explanation to be made for reducing the rates
upon peanuts to the extent they have been reduced in this
amendment. It is an attempt to belittle and embarrass, and
provoke opposition to the Democratic Party among the con-
stituents of certain Democratic Senators in this Chamber, It
amounts to an attempt to discriminate against constituencies
that differs with the majority party.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I do not know by what line
of logic or reasoning the committee proposes this reduction.
Only a few moments ago we considered, and the Senate adopted,
a committee amendment raising the duty on eggs from 6 to 8
cents per dozen. There is no question but that the peanuts
produced in this country have considerable competition, When
this matter was considered, at the time we passed the emer-
geney tariff bill, it was agreed by both Houses that the rate
should be fixed at 3 cents per pound. To reduce that rate to
three-fouriths of 1 cent per pound is a reduction of practically
75 per cent on this particular farm production.

In certain sections of my State we produce large quantities
of peanuts. While we do not favor the policy of a high pro-
tective tariff, the position of a great many of my people and
of myself is that if everything bought by the people of my
State must be purchased where a high tariff prevails, then we
feel that our products coming in competition with foreign
products should have the same policy of an increasel tariff
applied. Any other policy is unfair and would work a great
injustice upon the producers of my State. I do not want the
peanut producers of Florida and other States discriminated
against. f

I hope the committee amendment will not be adopted, and
that the rate as fixed in the emergency tariff act, and as fixed
in the pending bill by the House, will be allowed to stand.
Under the bill we are now considering the farmers of my
State are going to have to pay an increased price for most
everything they have to buy on account of the high tariff rates
imposed by this measure. This being true, why should they not
have the benefit. if there is any, by having the tariff of 3 cents
per pound on their peanuts?

I do not know why it is suggested that this rate should be
reduced. We have heard a great deal-of discussion on the
question of the tariff duties fixed upon various products, prod-
uets which, if the information furnished is correct, have but
little foreign competition, products of which we export a great
deal more than we import. Yet upon this one article. produced
entirely in Southern States, the committee for some reason
recommended g reduction in the rate of duty. I hope the re-
duction will not be made.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I want fo call
attention to the difference between what we have just dis-
cussed—the duty on eggs—and the duty on peanuts. The only
eggs imported into this country which come into competition
with domestic production are from China. The only peanuts
imported into this country come from China.

Mr ASHURST.
tween the cost of a peck or quart of peanuts in the United
States and in China?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have not that information.

Mr. ASHURST. That may be important to some of us when
we come to vote on this.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am calling attention to the
fact that the Finance Committee, with a record of importations
of eggs from China of an insignificant amount, increased the
tariff duties very substantially ; with a record before them of a
much larger importation of peanuts, compared with the number
of peanuts exported, they reduced the rate substantially, and
the peanuts come from the same country from which the eggs
come ; that is, China.

Let us look at these figures to see in what a position the
committee is placed when we compare these two cases.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I think the statement the
Senator is making is accurate and that the same principle ap-
plies to the duties we considered last Saturday in relation to

Mr. President, what is the difference be- |

rice. There never was an effort made by the commitiee, or
anyone representing the committee, to justify the reductions
proposed in the rates upon that commodity. From the begin-
ning it was announced that in all probability the committee
would recede from its amendment cutting the rates on rice.
The only rates upon agricultural products carried in the emer-
gency tariff law which were reduced by the committee, to my
knowledge, were those on rice and peanuts, and, as I have
already said, the chairman of the committee and his active
supporter, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor]). were good
enough to admit, when the matter was discussed by the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. Broussarn], the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. Caraway], and myself some weeks ago, that the com-
mittee had made a mistake in its action in recommneding a
reduction of those rates. I then said the amendment was a dis-
crimination against rice, a southern product. _As I have al-
ready said, no effort was made to Justify the reductions, and I
am looking for some justification of this reduction.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let me call the Senator's at-
tention to these figures. The production of peanuts in the year
1921 was 816,000,000 pounds. The imports were 40,000,000
pounds, the exports only 14,000,000 pounds. Three times as
many peanuts were imported as were exported. Yet the rate
ils reduced very substantially, from 3 cents to three-fourths of

cent.

In the case of eggs, we exported more than we imported, and
the rate was increased very substantially. How ecan you ex-
plain it? Here is a perfect illustration of the haphazard, bar-
gain-counter method by which this bill has been framed. How
can you explain inereasing the rates upon eggs, with a record
of exports greater than imports, and reducing the rate upon pea-
nuts, imported from the same country, with a record of exports
very much larger than imports?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I merely wish to
suggest that perhaps the chairman of the farm bloe will be able
to make that explanation.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I understood the chairman
of the farm bloe to have prepared an amendment which he was
going to propose, so as to embarrass some Democrats by mak-
ing them vote for or against it. But I fail to see any justifica-
tion, in view of this information and a comparison of the tables
on eggs and peanuts for this diserimination.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator will note T am
not arguing for an inerense. I am simply ealling attention to
the difference between this rate and the rate upon eggs, and to
the further fact that these two products and the rates levied
disclose the want of any definite protective tariff principles in
preparing this biil.

Mr. McCUMBER. And I want to eall the Senator’s attention
to the difference between the Underwood rate and the rate in
the pending bill. The Senator is complaining because we do not
give a higher duty upon peanuts and has intimated that it was
a discrimination against the industries of one of our Southern
States. The Senator forgot to mention that the Underwood-
Simmons law put eggs on the free list, while it d!d take care of
peanuts. It gave a duty upon peanuts, but eggs were left off
the duotiable list. -

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Eggs in the shell,

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; eggs in the shell.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There was a duty upon egg
products. :

Mr. McCUMBER. The committee did not do anything of
that character. It raised the Underwood-Simmons duty upon
peanuts, and it did it in the face of the fact that some of the
industries of the South came and demanded that we should not
raise it, but should put peanuts upon the free list. The argu-
ment was made by the crushers of peanuts that the Chinese
peanut does not come in competition at all with the American
peanut; that it is used only for oil; and that the American pea-
nuot is used only for edible purposes. I do not think that view
was entirely correct. It was surprising, however, to me—it
may be through timidity of those who believe in the Democratic
theory of tariff—that they did not appear before the committee
and ask for a protective tariff in the face of the fact that their
own law gave them no protection according to their own
theory.

The committee has always been open to Senators from any
section of the country who desire a higher duty or a lower
duty. Both the Senators from Louisiana were not slow in
presenting the case of sugar and molasses to the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance. They believed in the protection of those
products and they made their views known to the committee,

. The Senator from Massachusetts was mistaken when he said
that we lowered the duty. We raised the duty above the pres-
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ent Underwood-Simmons rate, But I agree with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. TRammerr] in that I think the committee
rates are too low, and on behalf of the committee I ask that
the Senate disagree to the committee amendments reducing the
rates on peanuts,

Mr, KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator hav-
ing the bill in charge if it would not be wise—and I thought I
had that understanding with those on the other side—to post-
pone action upon peanuts until we discuss the oils? I under-
stood that we would treat them all together—peanuts, peanut
oil, ecoconut oil, and so forth.

Mr. McOUMBER. We will go right on to the oil-bearing
seeds next, but we should take peanuts first.

Mr, KING. What I had in mind was the oils themselves—
soya-bean oil and cottonseed oil—because those subjects are
all so interrelated that it is difficult to discuss one without
touching the other,

Mr, McCUMBER. That is true, but before we discuss the
oil we must dispose of the raw product from which the oil is
produced. We must decide that question first. The question
of the duty on peanuts themselves will be a controlling element
in fixing all the other duties.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr, President, I understood the Senator to
say a little while ago that Chinese peanuts are used principally
for the purpose of crushing oil therefrom.

Mr. McCUMBER. No, the Senator misunderstood mie. I
stated it was claimed by those who are producing the oil—
and they were gentlemen from the South, though I do not
remember whether they were from the Carolinas or not—that
the Chinese peanuts do not come in competition because they
claim that the Chinese peanuts are used for oil only, I think
they do come in competition, and so stated.

Mr. SIMMONS. Very few peanuts are imported directly
from China, though most of them originate in China and are
imported through Japan, but practically all which are imported
come from the Orient. I think the bulk, though I would not
say all, of the peanuts imported into this country are not
used as the American peanut is used. The American peanut
is nsed largely in the manufacture of peanut butter and some-
times, to a small extent, in oleomargarine, and to a larger
extent for eating purposes, and for the purpose of making
candy. As a general proposition it may be said, I think, that
practically all the importations of peanuts into this country
are converted into oil.

Mr. KING rose,

Mr. McOCUMBER. Mr. President, I was about to ask for
a yea and nay vote on the question, but if the junior Senator
from Utah [Mr. KiN6] desires to speak I withhold the request
for the present. _

Mr. KING. As I understand the Senator from North Dakota,
his proposition is to recede from the committee amendment,

Mr, McCUMBER. It is.

Mr. KING. And to restore the rate——

Mr., McCUMBER. On unshelled peanuts 3 cents, and on
shelled 4 cents per pound.

Mr. KING., Mr, President, the amendment which was recom-
mended by the committee more nearly approximates what would
be right and fair—assuming that any duty at all should be
levied, which I deny—than the House provision of the bill
I think this provision will prove to be futile in raising the
price of peanuts, because of the close relationship between this
commodity and other nuts which produce oil and because of the
lack of competition from abroad. 1 shall not say that it is
offered to secure support for the bill, but I will say that
there are some indications which wotld lead to that conclusion.
It is in harmony with a number of the provisions found in the
bill which will not increase the prices of certain agricultural
products, but which have gained the support of some for the
entire bill upon the theory that agriculture will be benefited
This bill seems to be drawn upon the theory of granting tariff
rates to all who demand them, and it presents evidences of
rivalry to see who could get the highest rates of duty.

Mr, McCUMBER, Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, KING. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. I say to the Senator, in all fairness, that
it is not done for any such purpose. I do expect that some of
those who oppose the bill generally will vote that we recede
from the Senate committee amendment, but I do not expect
to have a single one of them, after they get what they want,
to vote for the bill. So I do not want the Senator for a
moment to think that the Senate is asked to disagree to the
committee amendment with the idea that we will change one
single vote on the final passage of the bill, I think that the
committee amendments, the same as I think the present bill—

and they are very close together—give too low a duty upon
peanuts,

Mr. KING. I may not have made myself clear and I may
not have fully comprehended the meaning of the Senator or
properly interpreted his remarks. What I meant to say was
that the provision, like other provisions in the bill, is a sop to
the agriculturists for the purpose of securing, if possible, the
support of Senators in this body and Representatives in the
other body to the entire bill,

Mr., MoOCUMBER. In reply to that, Mr, President, I state
that that is not the purpose, neither is it the expectation.

Mr. KING. Well, Mr, President, it does seem to me that men
of the great intelligence of the Senator from North Dakota—
and he is an able man, one of the ablest men In public life—
must know that a tariff upon many of the products found in
the bill, particularly in the agricultural schedule, will not in-
crease the prices of the agricultural products to which those
particular paragraphs and schedules refer. The Senator knows
that we produce in the United States mot hundreds of millions
but billions of pounds of corn; that we export corn and wheat
and rice and other agricultural products. To say that a tariff
upon these products will increase their price in the domestic
market it seems to me is to deny the fundamentals of trade and
commerce and accepted principles of political economy.

The Senator knows that we produce in the United States
of cottonseed oil hundreds of milllons, indeed, more than a
billion, of pounds; that of animal fats we produce more than a
billion pounds, and that our exports exceed 1,000,000,000
pounds annually. Approximately one-third of our total pro-
duction of animal and vegetable fats is exported. The United
States makes the world market and fixes the world's prices.
To impose a duty upon vegetable oils, upon peanuts, upon lard,
upon animal fats, Mr. President, is a foolish and fatuous pro-
ceeding, and demonstrates that those who advocate that policy
have given no adequate thought to the situation, or they hope
that by some species of psychology or ledgerdemain the agri-
culturists of the United States can be made to think that they
are to receive additional prices for their surplus products,
products which find their way into Europe and other countries
of the world. Perhaps our Republican friends who are pro-
posing these schedules are giving a lesson in psychology to
the farmers and others; they are not dealing in accepted
facts with respect to trade and commerce nor are they follow-
ing accepted principles of political economy.

The Senator from North Dakota has been contending, I
suppose—and I came into the Chamber after he had concluded
his address—that a duty upon peanuts is important to the
American producer. Let me briefly submit a few pertinent
facts relating to this matter. The production of peanuts in
the United States increased from 1909, when we produced
19,000,000 bushels plus to 46,000,000 bushels in 1018. In 1920
the produetion declined to approximately 85,000,000 bushels.

The increase was largely due to the peanut-oil and peanut-
butter industries, but while the peanut production was increas-
ing more than twofold between the years to which I have re-
ferred, the importations of peanuts and peanut oil increased
practically threefold. Exports also increased threefold during
the same period.

Of the 108,000,000 pounds imported—peanuts and oll—in 1918,
80,220,130 pounds came from Japan. Approximately 3,000.000
pounds came in at Atlantic ports and 103,000,000 pounds at Pa-
cific ports, Freight rates from Suffolk, Va., to San Francisco
are high—around 3 cents per pound—while the ocean rate from
Japan to Seattle and San Francisco ig less than 1 cent per
pound. Peanuts can be grown in California, but they are less
profitable than other crops.

The haul from Virginia is much shorter to Canada than to
San Francisco, and the freight only about one-fourth as much,
Canada imposes an import duty of 2 cents per pound,

The prices of peanuts during the past seven years, and the
rapld increase in production and consumption, indicate that
American growers have not as yet materially suffered from
foreign competition. The maintenance of the peanut-oil and
peanut-butter Industries probably will continue to require
foreign-grown peanuts unless American production is appre-
ciably increased. Other uses for peanuts have also increased.
It should also be noted that nearly one-half the domestic acre-
age in peanuts is pastured or “hogged off,” and that peanuts
often compete in the crop rotation with such products as fo-
bacco, cotton, and corn.

There has been no competition from foreign countries, nor
will there be any such as to affect the domestic growers, What
limited quantities were imporfed did not compete with the
American crop. If it was suitable for edible purposes, it was
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used on the Pacific coast when, because of the high freight
rates from the producing sections of the United States, the
domestic product could not go.

But the important fact is that the peanuts imported were
not comparable for confection or *“butter” purposes with the
American product and were largely used for their oil content.
The peanut oil, because of its relationship to other vegetable
oils, particularly cottonseed oil, and its interchangeability with
such oils as well as animal fats can not be regarded as a com-
petitor with them even though It comes from other lands.

Mr. President, the high prices which prevailed in 1919—be-
cause, I might say, high prices prevailed with respect to all
commodities—made the demand for peanuts grown in the
United States for confection purposes and for what is called
peanut butter so great that there were none available for oil
purposes. Mills which had crushed peanuts for the oil they
contained were deprived of the opportunity of doing so. The
consumption inereased faster than production, and the con-
fection demand and the light import in 1918 caused prices to
remain during 1919 and 1920 very high; so, as I have indicated,
peanuts in the domestic market were used for other purposes,
and thus the oil producers were deprived of the opportunity of
.acquiring peanuts for the manufacture of oil.

The tariff summary states that—

During the year ended June 30, 1919, there was a decided falling
off in importation of peanuts, due mostly 'to restrictions imposed by the
War Trade Board. Imports ‘of oil, on fhe other hand, increased about

87 per cent over the preceding year, thos bringing the peanut equiva-
lent for 1918—-19 ap to over 12,000, 000 busheja

L] &

Durin the ﬁscal year 1920 genera[ im r!:s of shelled nuts amounted
to 120§4~1 425 pounds and of unshelled nuts 12,067,988
There were also imported over 22,000,000
While these imports are the largest on record.
the correspond{mg domestic harvest was 13,000, om} bushels less than
in the preceding year.

The operation of the emergency tariff act is discussed as it
relates to peanuts in the report of the Tariff Commission re-
cently transmitted, and it is there stated—

In summarizing the effects of the emergency tariff changes upon the
trade in anuts distinetion should be made between the trade in
shelled and unshelled., Imports of unshelled peanuts, which have been
relatively unimportant in recent years, were Dot mnterlalty reduced
after the increase in du t{

Imports of nhelled nuts, however, after the increase in du
three-fourths of 1 cent to i cent per pound in the 10 months fo lmrl
the change declined to 6,410,000 pounds, as compared with 224400
pounds, which came in durlng the same period of the previous year.

But that was, as indicated, chiefly due to the low prices
which prevailed, and there was a diminution in the prices of
many of the oil products and of many other commodities in the
United States. But, as I have endeavored to point out, the
imports, whether of peanuts or peanut oil, had no appreciable
effect upon the price of the domestic products. The nuts suit-
able for edible purposes as nuts did not affect the price of the
nuts grown in the United States. Nor does the oil compete with
the peanut oil produced in the United States.

It must be borne in mind in discussing this question that the
price of vegetable oils and animal fats determine the price of
peanuts, cotton seed and cottonseed oil, soy beans, soy-bean
oil, and coconut oil; or perhaps it might be said that because
of their nature and qualities each influences the price of all
the others, and all influence if they do not determine the price
of each. So I repeat, the price of peanuts is governed largely
by the price of vegetable oils and animal fats.

Peanut oil is interchangeable with cottonseed and other
vegetable oils and with animal fats. The importation of oriental
vegetable oils has not reduced the price of domestic vegetable
oils or animal fats because of the enormous surplus produced
by the United States, which have established the world price
except when by unwise legislation—the emergency tariff act—
we prevented such oils from entering the United States. This
legislation diverted the oriental vegetable oils, or most of them,
except coconut oil, from the Philippines, to Europe, where they
came into competition with American products, forcing down
the level of world prices and thus affecting, of course, the do-
mestic market.

A tariff upon peanuts, Mr. President, because of the inter-
changeability of the oil derived from peanuts and for other
reasons stated, in my opinion, will not affect the price. Because
of the fact that we export vegetable oils and animal fats to the
extent of hundreds of millions of pounds annually and because
of the fact that peanuts and the oil derived therefrom are taken
into account in determining the domestie price of animal and
vegetable fats, it is obvious that the price for peanuts is deter-
mined by world prices for animal fats and vegetable oils. The
result has been, as I have indicated, that when by the emer-
gency tariff act there was in the world only one buyer, treat-
ing Europe as one buyer for vegetable oils, including those of

the Orient, that situation eventuated in a reduction in the
prices of the vegetable oils of the Orient.
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena-

-tor yield to me for a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr, KING. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to call the Senator’s
attention to the price of peanuts after the passage of the
emergency tariff law. - The Senator will recall that under that
act on peanuts a protective tariff rate of 3 cents per pound
was imposed. I read two advertisements, appearing in the
Farmers’ Exchange, one of the leading farm papers of North
Carolina, of the issue of Saturday, April 12, 1922, under the
head of peanuts:

Selected reeleaned seed peanuts: North Carolina Runners, 4 cents
ier pound ; White Spanish, 4} cents. Any amount shipped. Strickland

Baxter, Clio. Ala.

Selected No. 1 seed or roasting peanuts: Alabama Runners, 4 cents
per pnund Whlte Spanish, 4 cents per pound No order accepted for

han g:a nds. Cash with order. Gofi-Hutchison Mere. Co.
{lnc 850 {)00) nterprise, Ala.

It appears that cleaned peanuts, seed peanuts. which are the
very best grade of peanuts, were selling for 4 cents a pound on
April 1, with a protective tariff duty of 3 cents. What would
they have sold for without the tarifi protective duty upon the
theory_of this bill? T am informed that peanuts were never
selling at such a low price as to-day since the war; that the
price is lower than ever before, showing conclusively that the
emergency tariff law has not helped the farmers who raise
peanuts one particle, as the rates fixed upon other agricultural
producis have not helped the farmers engaged in raising the
products on which duties have thus been imposed.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, McNArY in the chair).
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Ar-
kansas?

Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON. Supporting the statement just made by the
Senator from Massachusetts, there has been called to my atten-
tion a publication known as The Progressive Farmer, published
at Raleigh, N. C., of Saturday, April 8, 1922, in which peanuts
for seed are advertised, and the rates are substantially the
same as those mentioned in the publication referred to by the
Senator from Massachusetts. I desire to insert in the REcorp,
with the consent of the Senator from Utah, the advertisement
to which I have referred. This shows that cleaned peanuts of
the highest grade for seed purposes were advertised for sale at
1 cent per pound more than the present rate provided under
the emergency tariff law.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

PEANUTS.

Seed peanuts : Small Running, Bunch, and Jumbo ; good stock. Write
for prices, Slade, Rhodes & Co., Hamilton, N, C.

Selected recleaned seed eanuts North Carolina Runners, 4 cents
Bu: pound ; White Spanish 43 cents. Any amount shipped. Strick-

%ﬁ”*.‘ﬁﬁ’is c'lli'g'e his'nest felding variety of North Carolinas, J, W
Canadyp%neads Ferry, b 3 e i Sl

Selected No. 1 seed or roasting peanuts:

er pound ; White Spanish, 4 cents per poun
ess than 1 3 Cash with order.
Co. (Ine.) [850 000) Entcrprl.@e. Ala.

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator from Utah will be kind
enough to yield to me further——

Mr. KING. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator.

Mr. ROBINSON. I want to state in this connection that it
is extraordinary, beyond my comprehension, that at a time
when there is widespread agitation in justification of high
tariffs on farm products as necessary for the protection of the
American farmer, at a time when the policy of protection is
being written into law, the Finance Committee of the Senate
should report to this body amendments reducing rates on two
agricultural products, and only two agricultural products, and
continuing in force or increasing the rates under the emer-
gency tariff law as to all other agricultural products, and that
those products should by the law of nature be confined to the
southern section of this country, the representatives of which
in this body are Democrats. There could have been no other
purpose than to play * peanut politics ¥ by attempting to force
on record Senators who are committed to a policy of tariff for
revenue as favoring protection for the products grown in their
own communities.

I am not afraid to meet this issue here or anywhere else, If
the policy that is to be written into our tariff laws is a policy
of protection, I do not find myself justified, as a representative

Alabnm Runners, 4 cents
d. No order accepted for
Goff-Hutchison Mercantile
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of the people of the State of Arkansas, in voting to discrimi-
nate aguinst the products of that State. I should prefer to see
tariff rates for revenue purposes only, and if the rates now
levied under the Underwood law could remain effective as to
all products, I should be glad to see that end accomplished. I
will not indifferently see a tariff levied for political purposes
discriminatory against the products of the section that I rep-

resent.

I shall probably vote to restore the House rate. I do not find
myself inconsistent in taking that course to prevent discrimina-
tion, If I represented a State where peanuts are produced,
realizing that the action of the committee justified me in con-
cluding that the amendment was reported for the sole purpose
of embarrassing Senators who do not believe in the policy of
protection, I would not hesitate to support the action of the
committee now, when it proposes to withdraw this discrimi-
natory amendment. Indeed, unless something comes to my
knowledge which makes it appear my duty to pursue a con-
trary course, I shall vote to sustain the proposal of the com-
mittee to recede from its amendment,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me a moment? "

Mr. KING. T yield.

Mr. POMERENE. In connection with what the Senator from
Arkansas has been saying, it may be of interest to some Sena-
tors—I mean, some Democrats and some Republicans—for me
to say that two leading Republican business men from my own
State this morning were In my office, and in talking about the
high rates of this bill they said that they were both protection-
ists, but they feared that the effect of the high rates of duty con-
tained in this bill would be to create such a resentment against
the ne;:lrotectlve tariff policy of the country that it would be
ruined.

Mr, KING. DMr. President, the statement just made by the
Senator from Ohio reflects the attitude of many liberal-minded
and sincere protectionists in the United States. There are
many Republicans who honestly believe in the protective the-
ory, but who do not believe in a tariff that amounts to an
embargo upon many of the products entering into the lives of
the people. There are men in the Republican Party who have
the vision of the Senators from Wisconsin, if I interpreted their
remarks correctly, who took the position that a tariff bill which
is so prepared that certain interests—the steel interests, the
textile interests, the woolen interests—will be permitted to
charge extortionate prices and exercise monopolistic control
over such commodities, is not a protective tariff bill but a bill
which legalizes exploitation and robbery,

I may differ from one who honestly believes that there should
be reasonable protection upon certain industries, and that that
protection should be determined by the difference in the cost
of production abroad and the cost of production in the United
States, but I can respect his sincerity; but anybody who reads
the testimony taken by the Finance Committee and by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House—indeed, who reads the
speeches coming from the proponents of this bill—will be struck
with the fact that the difference in cost of production abroad
and the cost of production at home has been entirely ignored
and has not been taken into consideration in the preparation
of this bill. Indeed, there are in every schedule of the bill
many instances where we export large quantities of given
products and import less than one-tenth of 1 per eent of such
products. Nevertheless the bill carries inordinately high tariff
rates—in some instances being over 800 per cent, What is the
reason for such a course? Either to deceive the people or, if
the product to which the duty applies is susceptible of monopo-
listic control, to enable those who have the power to exercise
a monopoly to form one and to exploit the American people,

Mr, President, I repeat that upon no rational theory, no
honest theory as the basis for a protective tariff, can this bill
be justified. No argument which has been addressed to the
American people by protectionists in the past can be advoeated
to support the major part of the provisions of this bill

The Senator from Arkansas calls attention to the fact that
the agricultural schedule increased the rates upon practically
every agricultural product except two—two which were pro-
duced in the South. I am not going to state the reason which
prompted the Finance Commitiee to lower the rates upon rice
and peanuts, but it does not need much perspicacity or very
much power of discernment to determine the reasons which
prompted that most extraordinary and phenomenal procedure
* upon the part of the committee.

Mr. President, coming now to the item before us, attention
was called by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsa]
to the fact that under the emergency tariff law, which was to
be the panacea for the farmers, the price of peanuts has gone

down., The Tariff Commission furnishes statistics which exem-
plify the truth of the statement just made by the Senator.
On page 31 a table is submitted which shows the decline in

‘domestic prices following the passage of this act. The average

f. 0. b. market price of Virginia and Spanish type peanuts
November, 1919, to April, 1922, is shown in this table.

In November, 1919, the price of the Virginia-North Carolina
peanuts, jumbo, unshelled, was 15 cents per pound; fancy, un-
shelled, 117 cents per pound; extra large, shelled, 17% cents per
pound; and No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 143 cents per pound. The
price of the Southeast Spanish—that is one of the varieties
produced in the United States—No. 1 shelled was 164 cents
per pound.

In December the price of the jumbo had declined. The other
prices were substantially the same, There had been a slight
decline in one or more.

In January, 1920, the prices were substantially tha same,
There were some Bllg‘ht reductions.

That is also true of February and March.

In April the prices had declined to the following figures:
Jumbo, unshelled, 13} cents per pound; fancy, unshelled, 10%
cents per pound; extra large, 153 cents per pound.

The report does not show the prices for May, June, July,
August, September, and October, except as to Southeast Span-
ish No. 1, shelled; and those prices declined from 16%# cents in
Novamber. 1919, to 13 cents per pound in September, 1920.

In November and December there was a further decline.
The fancy, unshelled, went down to 6% cents per pound,

In January, 1921, the prices were for jumbo, unshelled, 10%
cents per pound; fancy, unshelled, 6 cents a pound ; extra large,
shelled, 12 cents per pound; No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 4} cents
per pound; Southeast Spanish No. 1, shelled, 53 cents per
pound ; and Southwest Spanish No. 1, shelled, 6 cents per pound.

The prices were substantially the same for a number of
months. In August jumbo, unshelled, were 11% cents a pound;
fancy, unshelled, 7§ cents; extra large, 12 cents, No. 1 Vir-
ginia were down to 4} cents; Southeast Spanish No. 1, 4§ cents;
Sonthwest Spanish No. 1, approximately 6 cents per pound.

There was a decline in December. Jumbo dropped to 8%
cents; fancy, unshelled, 6§ cents; extra large, shelled, 8% cents;
No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 6} cents; Southeast Spanish No. 1,
shelled, 4} cents; Southwest Spanish No, 1, shelled, 574 cents.

During the first four months of 1922 the prices were still
lower. In January the price of jumbo, unshelled, was T§
cents; 7§ cents for the fancy, unshelled. In April, 1922, jumbo,
unshelled, sold for 6} cents; fancy, unshelled, 6§ cents; extra
large, shelled, 8§ cents; No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 5§ cents; South-
east Spanish No. 1, shelled, 5§ cents; and Southwest Spanish
No. 1, shelled, 6§ cents.

The commission states:
m?'uf:‘i,‘&?’ cealve etitus 1o (e pelcs of Aomaptic pesmuda s 1920000,
The price o ext.ra large Virginia shelled nuts declined from about 11’
cents riter pound in January, 1920, to 8% cents in March, 1922, 0Of

importance is the fact that e premium on extra large
shelled nuts, wh.ich unted to nearly 8 cents in the spring of 1921,
due to the shortage of this size in the 1920 crop, was cut down to 3
cents in the spring of 1922,

Mr. President, these figures demonstrate that the imposition
of the higher tariff duty was of no advantage to the producers
of peanuts in augmenting the price of their product. I repeat,
therefore, that the emergency tariff law, so far as it relates to
many of the commodities covered by it, was a delusion and a
snare. It was a deception practiced upon the farmers for the
purpose of inducing them to support the Republican Party,
It was to prepare the way for a tariff bill the important sched-
ules of which would be either dictated by the predatory in-
terests of the United States or their influence would be potential
in the formulation of such schedules.

Some of the Republican leaders undoubtedly knew, although
their platform did not contemplate a tariff revision upward
or did not promise the kind of a tariff bill we have before us,
that there would be introduced a tariff bill which would be of
great advantage to certain interests in the United States which
have for so many years profited by the perversion of the taxing
power of the Federal Government.

Undoubtedly the steel interests knew that a tariff bill would
be reported by the Republican Congress which would enable the
steel manufactorers of the United States, who have a monopoly
upon steel products, to either maintain their high prices or to
increase them, as they may desire. You may not measure the
evils or the iniguities of a tariff bill solely by the level of prices
which may be maintained for an indefinite period with respect
to the commodities to which the bill refers.

The natural tendency following the war, when we shounld
have returned more nearly to normal conditions, was a decline

JULY 10,-
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in prices. It would be just as wrong to use the taxing power.
to enable monopolies to perpetuate war prices and project them
mgu peace times as to put it into their power to Increase those
prices,

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. The Senator has said over and
over again that the tariff is a tax, and that the amount of the
tarifl” is added to the price in the United States of the product
which the consumer has to pay.

Mr. KING. The Senator is in error; I have not stated it

that broadly.
Mr. WATSON of Indiana. That has been stated over and over
again. T merely wish to ask the Senator how he reconciles |

the present speech he is making with his oft-repeated declara-
tion of a general character, because he is now arguing that,
notwithstanding the imposition of a 3-cent rate on peanuts as

against three-eighths of a cent under the Underwood tariff law, ||

the price of peanuts has gradually declined.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if the Senator had done me the.
honor to follow what I have said during the discussion of this
hill he would have a different view as to my attitude upon
tariff gquestions.

I have said that tariff rates may be a tax; indeed, I have said.
that the reason assigned by protectionists for the laying. of duties
was to increase the price of domestic products, and therefore
the tariff was a tax. I have challenged attention to commodi-
ties which we 'were exporting and' when we were making the
world prices, and have stated that as to such commodities the
tariff rates fixed in this bill were a delusion and a snare—I
used that expression a number of times—and that suoch rates
wonld not affect tlie prices of the domestic products.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. I would like to ask the Senator
another question. It is the oft-repeated. ery of those who are
opposed to the protective system that the tariff is a tax and is
always added to the price of the article on which the rate is
imposed. Peanuts are being sold for 3 cents, as I understand
it, by Virginia and Carolina farmers. The tariff is 3 cents, I
suppose, therefore, if we take the tariff off they would get the
peanuts for nothing?

Mr. KING. My friend from Indiana——

Mr. WATSON, of Indiana,
added to the price the consumer pays, how does the Senator ex-
plain that?

Mr. KING. Does not the Senator believe that the tariff
_ raises prices?

Mr. WATSON. of Indiana. I gave my view of the tariff, and
I am trying to get the Senator’s view.

Mr. KING. I am answering the Senator by asking him a
question, if he will permit me to be a. Yankee for the moment,
as he is gitting by a Yankee.

AMr. WATSON of Indiana. I will permit the Senator to be a;
Yankee. On a new industry, the tariff does raise the price
until the home competition cuts the price down., That has been
demonstrated over and over for 130 years of American his-
tory. Now that I have answered the Senator's question, will
the Senator answer the question I asked him? If the tariff is
a tax and is always added to the price, how does the Senator
account for the fact that we have a tariff of 8 cents a pound
on peanuts, and yet peanuts are selling for 3 cents a pound?

Mr. KING. I have answered that and have fully discussed it
when other paragraphs of the bill were under consideration. Per-
haps the Senator was not in the Senate when T discussed that
feature of this matter before. Of course, where we control the
world market and fix the world price, where it is an interna-
tional world price and we determine it, as we do with respect
to the price of peanuts and vegetable oils and animal fats, then
tariff rates, no matter how high they are placed, are unim-
portant. If you should put a dollar a pound upon peanuts, it
would affect the price, if at all, only as I have indicated hereto-
fore in discussing this item. Peanuts are used in part for the
making of vegetable oils. We fix the price of vegetable oils and
of animal fats not only here but in the world. In the emer-
gency tariff law certain vegetable ofl producing commodities
imported from the Orient were subjected to high tariff duties;
this resulted in their being sold to Europe, where they were
converted into vegetable fats, and took the place, in part, of
products which heretofore had come from the United States.
If it had not been for the tariff, these oil-producing products
would have been hrought to the United States, where they would
have been. crushed and the oils derived therefrom refined, thus
giving employment to. many Americans. This oil would then
have been exported to Furope or used for industrial purposes in
the United States. This would have liberated more of our oils
and fats for export at higher prices than were obtained. But
I say to the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warson] that the his-
tory of all' Republican tariffs shows tltat the purpose has been

I T D TR by o o b | ] e B Rt . 23 s ey 5 DS 0 e e r e el

If the tariff is a tax, always |

to increase damestie prices—to enable the domestic producer to.
charge more for. his product than the foreign market establishes,

The. tariffs laid by Republicans have been designed to increase
prices, to tax the people; to. permit corporations to exploit the.
people. In this they have been eminently successful. I re-
'peat, if there is no possible competition from abroad, then the
itariff is eifher a palpable frand and. designed to deceive the
l—American people, or it is to enable in some way the domestic
producers to effectuate stronger combines with respect to com-
\modities which are important to the people and, if possible, in-
|crease the prices of the same.

{ Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

| The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
i¥ield to the Senator from North Dakota?

! Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr., McCUMBER. I think the Senator. will agree with me.
[that prices are fixed by the law of supply and demand. at the,
‘point of consumption, and the point of consumption of peanuts
is in the United Siates. If" the price is affected by the law. of
'supply and demand—and in agricultural products there are no.
combinations. of the prodocers—and we cut off 110,000,000
pounds in a single year by reason of a tariff duty which pre-
vents their importation, will not the. Senator agree that the
.cutting off of that 110,000,000 pounds will have some tendency,,
‘at least, .toward increasing the price of the product in the
United States?

Mr. KING. ILet me ask the Senator why prices went down
when you passed the emergency tariff law? .

Mr. McCUUMBER. Prices went down for several reasons. L
,can: give the important reason. It was due to the very close,
hard’ times which have followed since 1920; less demand for
peanuts, the same as there was less demand for other things
which were more of a luxury than a necessity, and which would
feel the effect of the stringent conditions in the country. We
can not say, of course, just what the price wounld be if there,
. had been no importations, or if the 110,000.000 extra pounds had.
jcome in. All I want to insist is this, that if the law of supply
(and demand governs, if yon decrease the supply, then neces-
'sarily it must have some effect upon the price.

Mr. KING. Mr: President, the record which has been sub-
mitted conclusively demonstrates that the emergency tariff law,
which was offered by our friends upon the other side as a.
panacea for the evils from whieh' the Ameriean people were«

‘suffering, failed to give any relief to flie growers of peanuts.

Indeed, in the face of this high tariff, the prices of all grades of
peanuts have progressively declined.

I submit that because of the close relation of peanuts to other
nuts, and the interchangeability, if I may be permitted that.
expression, of the oil contents of peanuts with cottonseed oill

| particularly, this rate, in my judgment, will prove abortive in

affording any benefit to the growers of peanuts,

But aside from that—and I do not care to take any time in
arguning it—I contend that it is not justifiable to impose tariff
rates merely for the purpese of enhancing the price of any par-
ticular product.

No. great revenue will be derived from this product, and the
contention of the able Senator from North Dakota, if he con-
tends that prices will be raised by the provision, must be that
he is willing to impose a tax upon the people for the purpose
of increasing the profits of those who may be engaged in the,
business, The Senator certainly contends that this is a tax,
and he is arguing that the effect of the tax will he to increase
the price. Of course, if it is to increase the price, it is to in-
crease the burdens upon the consumer. He justifies that course
and, defends the position of his party in exercising the taxing
power for the purpose of increasing prices. But I protest
against—I shall not use the word “ hypocrisy,” but against the
pretense: sp often exhibited by the propenents of this bill that
it will result in great benefit to the agricultural interests of the:
United States.

There has been a cooperation that is most astounding, for it
argues an agreement, a hard and fast agreement, between cer-
tain interests to work together and to support all the sched-
ules, notwithstanding the fact that many of the schedules will
result inevitably in increasing the prices of the products which:
the farmers and the agriculturists must purchase. They will
be compelled under the provisions of the bill to pay mere for
their agrieultural’ implements, for their clothing, for their
shoes, for all the things they buy, than they would have to pay
were it not for the bill and the sehedules of the bill. The
farmers' of ' the United States are being fooled now, as they
have been fooled in the past, by the leaders of the protective
school in the United States.

Mr. President, the steel interests and the textile interests in:
the past have been beneficiaries of the tariff' system, and they
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have grown rich at the expense of the people by reason of the
tariff rates which have been imposed. Several days ago I was
discussing the tariff, and alluded to a number of States which
had been particular beneficiaries of high tariffs. T alluded
among others to the State of Connecticut, The able Senator
from Connecticut [Mr, McLean] challenged some of the state-
ments which I made. I then said that protection undoubtedly
had enriched some in his State, but that the great wealth of
Connecticut, ’hode Island, and certain protected States was in
the hands of a limited number of corporations and individuals.
I called attention to the strikes in the mills of his State, to the
impoverishment of the people at work in the mills, to the pov-
erty which existed, and called attention to the fact that the
Republicans had by their legislation made it possible for cer-
tain industries to reap enormous profits, and that those in-
dustries had driven out the American workmen and had im-
ported labor from abroad and forced the wages of the worker
down until the wages pald were so pitifully small that poverty
and, in too many instances, gaunt hunger were the constant
companions of the employees.

A few days later I received a letter, which I have before me,
from Mr. Patrick ¥, O'Meara, president of the Connecticut Fed-
eration of Labor, with his office, I think, in New Haven, in
which he said that he had read the colloquy between the Sena-
tor and myself, and, if T may be pardoned, in his reference to
myself he extended congratulations for the defense against a—

system that if permitted to continue will have the serf and slave
ajtrstem that existed in the South before the Civil War beaten all to
atoms.

Your statement of the employment of the cheap-wage forelgner in
the State of Connecticut is so true that, as I resd the speech, I was
thinking whether or not your information came as if you were a resi-
dent of Connecticut.

Then he said:

During the World War the writer was honored by being selected
for membership on one of the three district boards of this State. This,
as you will recollect had to do with all appeals over local boards' de-
cisions and all industrial exemptions, and as the secretary of the
board for the war term the great part of the evidences submitted on
guestionnaires brought forth conditions that no State should be proud
of, and thousands of these questionnaires had to be written up and
completed by others than the registrant, for the reason that the said
re%s_:rant conld neither read or write.

¥ I wish to eall your attention to the latest reports com!.nF from
the Unlted States Department of Labor, which shows that the illiteracy
in this State is shameful, and this Is the State, little that we are in
square miles, that Senators MCLEAN and BrANDEGERE wish to convey
the information that matters are all serene up here,

During the latter part of the wear 1921 the city of New Britain,
Conn,, had to make an appropriation out of the munidgﬂl funds to
send back to Spaln and Portugal large numbers of cheap fore
laborers that the{ had brought in there (I refer to the manuafacturers),
and who were living in such filthy conditions that the city author-
ities of New Britain thought the best thing to do was to send them
out of the city.

Your statement on page 6562—

Speaking of the Recoro—
relative to this State having industrlal disturbances is as true as u{
words coming from the mouth of man, I do hope that on account o
the positlon in the life of the community that I hold that you will
not feel that I am entirely blased in my claims, for I have Plenty of
letters in my office from employers of labor, large and small, in this
Sltl“tei thanking the writer for the fairmess that I have entertained at
A mes,

But I can not sit idly by and have conditlons go on as they are
without protesting from time to time against them, and I was elated
when I read of your indictment against Senator McLzaN and his con-
stituents—I refer to the manufacturers of Connecticut. * * *

If the proposed tariff bill goes through they will adgam reap the
harvest that they have for years, and I smlle when I read of the claims
that German-made watches are being sold so cheaﬂy in the United
Ftates, when, as a matter of fact, such a big and influential concern
as the New Haven Clock Co., in my home city, is to-day paying wages
&0 low that they never would be accegted unlfuthnt men are foreed to
take them to earn a few dollars for their families; the wages are even
lower than before the war.

Then he said:

In order to have you feel that the specific information is comin
from a person that knows, I wish to state that the writer is a produ
of the State of Conpecticut, born in the city of New Haven, Conn.,
and know full well of the conditions whereof [ write, and if either one
of the Henators from Connecticut will deny any of the statements that
I have written about I will gladly furnish them to you in affidavit
form to back them up.

Mr. President, I repeat the bill is in the interest of certain
protected manufacturing concerns, and in order to pass it and
to maintain these extortionate rates representatives of the
farmers, or the farm blog¢, have given their support to the bill,
and the farmers, at least some of them, have been made to be-
lieve that the bill is in their interest. It is not. It penalizes
the farmers and places additional burden upon them. They
will be the ones upon whom the burden will fall the most
severely when the bill shall be enacted into law and when oppor-
tunity shall have been given for the full effect of it to be
realized by the American people.

Mr. President, the rate in the item under consideration as
recommended by the Sennte committee, if any rate at all is

required, is adequate, and I hope the action just indicated by
the chairman of the committee will not receive the approval of
the Senate.

Mr, McCUMBER. Mr, President, I want the attention of the
Senator from Utah for just a moment., The Senator asked me
a question or two. One of them was, If I was willing to tax
the American consumer, if it was a tax, for the benefits that
might be derived by the producer. I want to answer him most
candidly, I have driven through that section of the Southern
States which produces the bulk of the peanuts. I have looked
at their homes and at their farm buildings. I have noted that
as a rule they are rather dilapidated., Many of them have not
had the paint brush upon them for half a century or more,

“When I compare the condition of those who produce peanuts

with the condition of the average people who buy peanut eandy
and peanut butter, I say to the Senator from Utah, Yes; if I
could increase the price of peanuts to those farmers 8 cents a
pound and if it added 3 cents a pound to the price of peanut
butter, I would do it, and I would do it quickly. If the pur-
pose of a protection is to protect where it is needed, then I
would vote for that protection where it is needed, even though
it be at the cost of the consumer.

Answering the Senator in that respect, I now want to have his
attention to a question which I may ask him, I notice that in
the calendar year 1921 we collected in duties on imported pea-
nuts $365,876.48. The Senator will admit that we need the
money. The Senator has stated that the emergency tariff duty
has not raised the price of peanuts, All right, then. We have
obtained $365,000 in revenue from importers without costing the
American people one penny. I will admit that, if the Senator
wishes. Why, then, does the Senator wish to reduce the rate
of duty? Why does he wish to deprive the Government of
$365,000, when he admits that it has not added one penny to
the cost of the consumer in the United States? I do not think
it has added very much to the cost; I will admit that it is
mostly a revenue duty.

I want the Senator to give the matter his fair consideration
and not his partisan consideration, The Senator is generally
very fair in the discussion of these subjects; and while I think
his arguments are overloaded with adjectives I am certain that
he tries to arrive at a conclusion that is fair and just. The
Senator knows, as well as I do, that in a country which is not
an exporter of a given product to any considerable extent, but
which imports that product, the prices are fixed by the combined
production and importation. The Senator must agree with me
as to that. If that be true—and no one can deny it—then the
Senator must admit if in this country, the place of consumption,
the volume of the commodity is reduced to a considerable extent,
necessarily the price of the product within the country will be
buoyed up. There may be such a depression that we can not
prevent the price going lower and still lower, but, nevertheless,
the law of supply and demand will hold good, namely, that the
greater the surplus the less the price; the greater the deficiency
the greater the price,

Let us examine the importations and see whether the emer-
gency tariff rate had any effect upon importations; in other
words, whether it had any effect upon increasing or decreasing
the volume of the commodity in the United States. I will take
the importations for 1920, In 1920 the importations were
8,703,000 pounds, in round numbers, of peanuts not shelled,
Now, remember that we did not pass the emergency tariff law
until May 27, 1921, Therefore the emergency tariff act was in
operation only during six months,

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator from North Dakota will keep
in mind, as he is discussing this phase of the case, the fact that
our importations of peanuts are largely used on the Pacific
coast: that our exportations—and the Senator knows that we
exported last year some 14,000,000 pounds—are largely to Can-
ada. Because of the freight rates from Virginia and the South-
ern States to the West, it is almost impossible at 8 cents a
pound to ship there and find a market.

Mr. McCUMBER. The good peanuts which are raised in
North Carolina go a great way west.

Mr. KING. The Senator will see by the REcorp, if he will
read it, that the freight rates make almost prohibitive the sale
on the Pacific coast of peanuts ralsed in the Eastern and South-
ern States. By the raising of the tariff duty we are going to
provoke retaliation from Canada, and we shall cut off our mar-
ket for peanuts in Canada. So we are going to hurt the farmer,
even conceding that the tariff does swell the price of the domes-
tic product.

Mr. McCUMBER. It is a surprise to me, Mr, President, that
we are going to have retaliation from Canada. Canada does
not raise any peanuts. I do not know what she would have to
retaliate about.
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Afr. KING. The Benator from North Dakota certainly -did | not claim that during the last few years either of them have

not deduce the idea that I meant that Canada would diserimi-
nate in the matter of peanuts,for there isimore than one method
of retaliation. For instance, when we passed the emergency
tariff act imposing a tariff on .cottonseed oil, Italy, which.does
not produce cottonseed oil, retaliated against us, as did also
France. There are more ways than one for one nation to re-
taliate against another, We export many ecommodities.

Mr. McOUMBER, But countries, as a ‘rule, retaliate by
imposing a duty on.an.article which is competitive,

Mr. JKING. 'Oh, no.

Mr, McCUMBER. But eertainly Canada would not have any
reason to retaliate one way or-another. -Our tariff on peanuts
is nat going to affect Canada in the-slightest degree.

Mr. KING. Let me say to the Senator from North Dakota—
and I hope he will pardon me for interrupting him——

Mr. McCUMBER, Certainly.

Mr. KING. I make the prediction now that the Senator
from North Dakota, in the quiet retreat of his North Dakota
home—and we regret very much that he is going there—will
find a verification .of the prediction that if Congress passes
this bill, with the high rates fixed in the schedules, that Canada
and other countries that bhave sought ecommodities here, either
by a combination or otherwise, will seek to find markets else-
where in whiech .to purehase the products which we now pro-
duce and sell to them. We shall, therefore, be the sufferers
and our exportations to foreign.eountries will, in;part, fail by
reason of the inhibitions against importations which the pending
bill ;provides.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I have complained several
times about the long speeches which the Senator from Utah
has made upon this geueral aspect of this bill, and I do not
wunt to eneourage 'him to go over them again. I am to-day
discussing peanuts, and while I do not ¢laim-to have any expert
knowledge upon the :subject of the raising of peanuts, or, as
some one has suggested, * peanut polities,” I do know some-
thing about the law of supply and demand .as to .every eom-
moility as it applies at the point of consumption. The sug-
gestion I 'wish to make is that, first, we derived $£365,000 of
revenue from the imports of peanuts. If the duty did .not
raise the ;price of peanuts, then it did not cost the American
public a penny. If it did raise the price or keep the price
from falling to the point to which .otherwise it would have
sagged, then I am glad that we kept the price np at least that

I believe that, notwithstanding the fact that, with the de-
pressed conditions prevailing throughout the United States,
peanuts went down in value per pound, as did every other
commodity. The faect that 110,000,000 pounds of shelled pea-
nuts and some 25,000,000 pounds, as I now remember, of Ithe
unshelled were kept out by reason of the tariff duty indicates
that the protective duty in the emergency tariff act did some
good, or prevented a worse condition ensuing, if Senators pre-
fer to put it in that way. All I am stating is that, so long
as we can get nearly a half million dollars in revenue from
importations of a certain commodity without affecting the
American price, we certainly ought to continue the duty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I wish to correct the Sena-
tor from North Dakota in an implied statement which he made
a little while ago which related to the character of the homes
he sald he saw in the sections of the South in which peanuts
are grown. The effect of his statement was, 1 think, to create
the impression that the peanut growers are not se prosperous
as other agricultural classes of the South. The Senator is
mistaken., I live in that part of North Carolina where both
cotton and peanufs are grown, and I think that the peanut
farmers in my State have been about as prosperous in the years
that have passed as have the cotton farmers; in fact, there is
a feeling among many farmers of the State that the net profits
of peanut growing at the prices that have obfained in recent
years are as great, if not greater, than the net profits of eotton
growing. I myself am rather inclined to think so.

The tenant ¢lasses to which the Senator referred—and I
assume he was referring to their homes in the agricultural dis-
tricts of the South—do not live in imposing mansions; they live
in small cottages; but I wish to say to the Senator that the
houses in ‘which the farmers, especially the tenant farmers,
live in the sections where peanuts are largely or chiefly -.grown
are just as good as those in which the farmers and tenants
live in the sections where cotton is grown.

Mr. McOUMBER. JIf the Senator will allow me, what the
Senator really means to say, then, is that the difference is about
the same in one section as it is in-another, The SBenator will

been very prosperous?

AMr, SIMMONS., No; they have not, and were not before the
war. What I.mean to say, and all I meant to.say, was that I
think 'the peanut growers of the section in which I live have
been just about as prosperous as those who have engaged in
other lines of agriculture.

Mr. President, I am guite sure that up to'this time the emer-
gency tariff duty of 3 eenis a pound on peanuts has added
nothing -to the price of peanuts; indeed, the farmers of my
State are getting on their farms only abont 8 rents, although
sometimes for a good quality they may get 331 cents a pound.
They are getting, therefore, practically only .about the amount
of the emergency tariff duty, amd, of course, that tariff duty
has not been added.

Mr. President, mobody has ever contended, I think, that .a
tariff duty would add to the price of a domestic preduct the full
amount of the duty where there was actual competition be-
tween producers, where there was produced practically enough
to s%}' the domestic demand, and where the preducers actively
com, 5

The trouble about the protective tariff just at this time is that
the domestic competition which Mr. McKinley elaimed was so
essential to the protective principle dees not obtain in the United
Btates as to the great majority of manufactured:products. As
to those in many, if not most, instances, there is -no domestie
competition. The price is controlled by combination, agreement,
assoclation, or understanding; but where there is active com-
petition, as in the case of the peanut industry, nobody would
contend that the full amount of the duty could be added to the
price, especially where the production is equal to the consump-
tion, or practically equal, There is no -competition in this
country that is sharper than that between the indpendent
growers of peanuts, It.is a product that is not grown in large
quantities by the individuoal producer. One hundred aeres in
peanuts is a very large peanut farm in my State. The average
peanut grower probably has no more:than 80 or 40 acres in pea-
nuts. They are sold in the open market in competition with the
product of all .the other growers,

We produce in this country all the peanuts that we need for
edible purposes and for purpeses of making so-called peanut
butter and to meet the large demands of the eonfection trade
of the eountry, Our importations of peanuts have varied. They
have been larger when our domestic crop was subnormal than
they have been when our crop was normal. In faet, if yon will
follow the importations, beginning just -about the time of the
war, you will see that the importation of edible peanuts was
about 'the ‘difference between the mormal preduction ‘and the
abnormal production of peanuts.

‘Peanuts are imported into this country for an entirely differ-
ent purpose than that for which the bulk of the peanuts raised
in ‘this country are used. Probably between one-fourth and
one-third of these nuts grown in this country are never gath-
ered at all.

They are converted into meat. That part which is marketed,
that portion which is in good condition—that is to say, not broken
and not faulty—is used to supply the market for edible-purposes
and these other commercial purposes that T have indieated,
Practically the only part of our domestic product 'that is
erushed and converted /into ofl is the faulty peanut and the
broken peanut, which have no market value for the other :pur-
poses, mainly for food.

The peanuts which we import, probably not altogether, but
almost altogether, are used for the purpose of conversion into
peanut oil. I think I could show beyond question, Mr, Presi-
dent, if I had the time, that that is trune. I do not suppose
that will be controverted, however. It is a ‘fundamental law
of the trade that the price of peanuts and the priee of soya
beans-and cotton seed are affected by two things—{irst, the com-
petition 'between the producers, and secomdly, the priee of oils,
A large operator told me the other day that the prices of these
oil nuts—whether coconuts, peanuts, soya beans, eotton seed,
or otherwise, and there are a good many of these oll nuis—
have for many years followed the price of oils, especially cot-
tonseed ‘oils, where they are used for the purpose of making
oils. The price of oils in this country is regulated by the price
of oils in Europe, and that is because we either export our great
surplus of oils, or we eonvert it into lard substitutes and export
them. 8o that the prices of oils and the produets made oui of
oils in this country—and that inclundes all the .oils, cotton oil,
peanut oil, and all the rest—are fixed in this country by the
price of the ¢il in the great markets of Europe. Thatiswhat we
import these peanuts from Asia for, to eonvert them into oil
to be sold in part in this country but chiefly abroad. We have
built up an enormous and an exceedingly profitable industry
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in the sale of our oils and oil products to Europe, practically
our only foreign purchaser for these oils.

Furope buys her peanuts and her soya beans just where we
buy those that we import for the purpose of conversion into oil.
She buys them in Asia and in certain parts of India. In the
markets of Asia and in the markets of India the United States
and Europe—and Europe is represented in that respect almost
entirely by Great Britain, for she is the chief European pro-
ducer of oil—are the only foreign purchasers of these nuts
which are purchased for the purpose of being converted into
oil, The effect of the emergency tariff putting a duty upon
these low-grade peanuts that are purchased abroad and brought
here to be converted into oil has been practically to exclude
the American purchaser from those foreign markets.

In the past 10 months we bought only four hundred and
thirty-odd thousand bushels of these peanuts. These things
can be understood better when the quantity is stated in bushels
than when it is stated in pounds. In the past 10 months,
therefore, we bought less than half a million bushels of these
peanuts. We practically abandoned the market for the pur-
chase of these nuts to our foreign competitors, greatly to the
distress of the oil crushers of this country. They see it as
clearly as I see it. They have been to my office in great num-
bers; there have been 15 or 20 of them in there at one time—
representatives, delegates appointed to see me, from their
several sections declaring that they had been driven by this duty
out of the only market where they could get anything like a sup-
ply for oil purposes, and were now confined to the faulty peanuts,
as here, the American market taking practically all of the
good peanuts for edible purposes and paying for them a price
that they could not afford to pay for peanuts to crush. They
had been driven out, had abandoned the market, with what
effect, Mr. President? With the effect that only one foreign
purchaser of these nuts was left, and that purchaser was our
foreign competitor for our oils, The effect, as they declare
to me and as is manifest, is that our foreign competitor in
these oils, having no competitor in the markets where he geis
his raw material, has been able to beat down the price in
that market and to get his peanuts for crushing at a price at
which he has never before been able to purchase them, with
the result of lowering the price of oils in Europe, thus re-
ducing the price for our exportable surplus. With the emer-
gency tariff duty applying, our buyers could not compete and
purchase the foreign peanuts for crushing.

Would it not be much better from every standpoint for us
to be permitted to buy our raw material there and maintain
the standard of price in that country instead of letting our only
competitor without competition buy these nuts at his own
price and then convert them into oil, forcing us to meet the
competition of that lower-priced oil? This lower price for
exportable surplus is undoubtedly reflected in the price of the
nuts that we grow in this country, whether those nuts are
used for crushing or other cémmercial purposes.

Mr. President, all I wanted to show in this connection—and
I am speaking now more especially about the duty on peanuts—
was to show the effect of that duty on growers of edible pea-
nuts; to show that it has operated to prevent our crushers from
getting from abroad their supply; and has prevented them from
protecting the price of their product in our export market, and
that the resulting decline of prices in that market has been
inevitably reflected in the domestic price of our oils and all
of the domestic products out of which those oils are produced.

I am repeating what these gentlemen have stated to me and
what I believe the facts to be. These gentlemen assert that they
are not asking for these high duties upon vegetable oils; that
they are protesting against them; that their foreign business
has been practically ruined as a result of these duties; and
that the falling away of their foreign business has resulted in
a reduction of prices in their foreign market which has re-
flected itself disastrously upon the prices of their products in
the domestic market,

1 have tried to be as brief and conecise as possible because 1
do not wish to take up any unnecessary time,

Mr, KING, May I inquire of the Senator, in view of the
gituation relative to peanuts, some of the imported articles hav-
ing been used for oil purposes, if it would not be fair, or at
least much fairer than the present provision, to submit an
amendment by which peanuts of the grade to be crushed for
the oil content should come in in bond, and upon evidence that
they were converted into oil, relieved of the duty?

Mr. SIMMONS. That can be done when the bill is open te
amendments offered by individual Senators,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoNes of Washington in
the chair). The question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment, :

Mr. CURTIS.
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the committee amendment,

Mr. CURTIS. 1 ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Are we about to vote on the amendment
in regard to the tax on peanuts?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct,

Mr. TRAMMELL., My understanding is that the chairman
of the committee stated to the Senate that he felt that the pro-
posed decrease was too much, and that the bill should stand as
originally reported, with a duty of 3 cents per pound on peanuts,
That is the rate carried in the emergency tariff bill and in
the bill as it passed the House, and I hope ve~y much that it
will be retained at that figure, instead of as the committee
amendment proposes, which the chairman says he realizes is
too small and should be defeated. That is my understanding
of the statement made by him.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that a nega-
tive vote will restore the House rate, and an affirmative vote
support the Finance Committee in the lower rate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct. The question
is on the committee amendment to strike out “ 3 cents™ and to
insert in lieu thereof * three-fourths of 1 cent.”

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I
transfer my pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
WirtLiaAMs] to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace],
and vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. CURTIS, I desire to announce the following pairs:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Barr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator from Vermont [Mr, DiLiNGHAM] with the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. GrAss];

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr., Epce] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr, OweN]; and

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SuTHERLAND] with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RRoBINSON].

Mr. NEW. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] to the junior Senator from Mary-
land {Mr. WeLLER] and vote * nay.”

Mr. McKINLEY. I transfer my pair with the junior Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr, CARAWAY] to the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Crow] and vote * nay.”

Mr. CAMERON, 1 transfer my pair with the junior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. WarsoxN] to the senior Senator from Iowa
[Mr, Cummins] and vote “ nay.”

Mr, FERNALD. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. JoNes] to the senior Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE] and vote * nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 13, nays 52, as follows:

I ask for the yeas and nays on agreeing to the

YEAS—13.
Dial Owen Emith Walsh, Mont.
Harrison Pomerene Stanley
Klnﬁ Shields Underwood
La Follette Simmons Walsh, Mass.
NAYS—52,
Ashurst France Lodge Poindexter
Borah Frelinghuysen MeCumber Ransdell
Broussard Gooding MeKinley Sheppard
Bursum 1ale McLean Shortridge
Calder Harreld McNary Smoot -
Cameron Harris Moses Spencer
Capper Teflin Nelson Sterling
Colt Johnson New Bwanson
Curtis Jones, Wash. Newberry Townsend
du Pont Kello, Nicholson Trammell
Hikins Kendrick Oddle Warren
Krnst Keyes Pepper Watson, Ind.
Fernald Ladd Phipps Willis
NOT VOTING—31,
Ball Fletcher Myers Robinson
Brandegcee Gerry Norbeck Standfield
Caraway Glase Norris Sutherland
Crow Hitcheock Overman Wadsworth
Culberson Jones, N. Mex, Page Watson, Ga.
Cummins Lenroot Pittman Weller
Dillingham McCormick Rawson Willlams
dge McKellar Reed

So the committee amendment was rejected.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph 757,
peanuts, on page 110, line 24, to strike out * 4" and insert “ 13,”
s0 as to read: ¥

Shelled, 14 cents per pound.

Mr. SMOOT. I am directed by the committee to ask that
this amendment of the committee be disagreed to.

The amendment was rejected,
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The next amendment of the committee was, on page 111, line
11, to strike out “ 25" and insert in lieu thereof *40,” so as
to read:

Flaxseed, 40 cents per bushel of 56 pounds.

FLAXSEED AND LINBEED OIL—PARAGRAPHS 700 AND B5O.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the Senate
committee amendment to paragraph T60 increases the rate on
flaxseed from 25 ceme pér bushel of 56 pounds, as provided in
the House bill, to 40 cents per bushel; and the amendment to
paragraph 50 increases the rate on linseed oil from 2% cents per
pound, as provided in the House bill, to 3% cents per pound.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BENATE BILL AND PREVIOUS LAWS,

Under the Underwood Act flaxseed was dutiable at 20 cents
per bushel, and linseed oil was duitable at 10 cents per gallon
of T4 pounds (14 cents per pound).

Under the Payne-Aldrich Act flaxseed was dutiable at 25
cents per bushel, and linseed oil was dutiable at 15 cents per
gallon of T4 pounds (2 cents per pound).

Under the emergency act flaxseed is now dutiable at 30
cents per bushel, while the Underwood rate of 10 cents per
gallon of T4 pounds of linseed oil remains unchanged.

The pending bill increases the rate in the Underwood Act
on flaxseed by 100 per cent, and the rate on linseed oil by 1623
per cent. It increases the rate in the Payne-Aldrich Act on flax-

_ seed by 60 per cent. and the rate on linseed oil by 133} per cent.
It increases the present rates—the Underwood Act, as amended
by the emergency tariff act—by 331 per cent on flaxseed and
162% per cent on linseed oil.

Mr. President, a clear and accurate understanding of the
problem of a tariff on flaxseed is possible only when considered
in conjunction with the duty on linseed oil. Flaxseed is grown
in the United States exclusively for the production of linseed
o FLAXBEED—EFFECT OF DUTY UPON DOMESTIC CROP.

Our average production for the years 1914 to 1920 has been
12,000,000 bushels, and our average yearly imports have been
14,000,000 bushels. Our consumption has closely approximated
our production plus our imports. Our production has averaged
45 per cent of our consumption and our imports have averaged
55 per cent of our consumption,

It is clearly established that on this particular product—flax-
seed—the American grower will collect an increased price for
his seed equal to the amount of any tariff levied on imports of
foreign flaxseed. It has been proven conclusively that previous
tariffs in both Democratic and Republican tariff bills have never
operated so as to induce the growing of a greater guantity of
flaxseed in the United States. The statistics show that these
previous tariffs have never resulted in promoting the develop-
ment of flax growing to the end that we might eventually grow
all we require.

The duty on flaxseed has never had the effect of being a
“ protective " tariff in the commonly accepted idea that a duty
is protective when it protects the production of an article at
home against the same article produced abroad so that the in-
dustry may be developed. It has merely operated as a bounty
for flax growers when they chose to grow flax instead of wheat,
This is made very clear by the Tariff Commission in their pub-
lication entitled “Agricultural Staples and the Tariff, Informa-
tion Series No. 20" (p. 127).

Neither have high prices for flaxseed caused by great demand
contributed to an increase in its production. Price fluctuations
of from $2 fo $3 per bushel have taken place without creating
a larger production,

There can be no question regarding the accuracy of the'
Tariff Commission’s statements that the fundamental obstacles
to the production of flaxseed in the United States are such
that the production of flaxseed is not one that can be encouraged
or developed in a practical manner, no matter how high a tariff
might be imposed on foreign flaxseed.

The levying of a duty on flaxseed can not, therefore, be jus-
tified on any other theory than that of its being merely a
bounty, and if the leaders of the agricultural bloc think they
are obtaining a bounty for American flaxseed growers through
the combination of rates on linseed oil and flaxseed they have
advocated and vigorously forced into thig bill they are very
much mistaken.

COMPARATIVE DUTIES ON FLAXSEED AND LINSEED OIL.

There are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtained in actual prac-
tice from a bushel of flaxseed, weighing 56 pounds. Imports are
in the form of both flaxseed and linseed oil, and therefore
American flax growers when seeking protection require a duty
on imports in the form of linseed oil that has been crushed in
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the linseed-oil mills of Holland and England, as well as upon
flaxseed from Canada, the Argentine, or India,

So far as our flaxseed growers are concerned, the total duty
on 19 pounds of oil must be relatively the same as the duty on
1 bushel of flaxseed. Let us see what the duty actually is on
flaxseed as provided for in this bill.

The Senate committee amendment to paragraph 760 of this
bill fixes the duty on flaxseed at 40 cents per bushel of 56
pounds, as compared with 3} cents per bushel on oil or 664 cents
upon the 19 pounds of oil in a bushel,

Mr. President, flax growers who are interested in what the
farm bloe has done for them would naturally notice with gratifi-
cation the proposed rate of 40 cents, which is double the duty of
20 cents per bushel in the Underwood-Simmons law ; but if they
examine the discount list and the penalty list, which is inserted
in the later paragraphs of this bill, and fathom the intricacies
of all of the strings that are tied to the regular schedules they
would doubtless be less jubilant. :

On page 269 of this act a joker has been inserted which by
actual operation would reduce the flax growers' net protection
from 40 cents per bushel, as provided for in paragraph 760, to
30 cents per bushel. This special drawback provision reads as
follows:

Where two or more produets resul? from the manipulation of im-
ported merchandise, the drawback shall be distributed in accordance
with their relative values at the time of separation.

In order to be sure that this special provision would operate
to reduce the amount of the specified duty on flaxseed by 25 per
cent, due to the nondutiable by-product obtained therefrom, I
addressed a letter to the Treasury Department and asked their
opinion relative to the operation of this drawback provision,
and I have received a letter from the Treasury Department
from which I will read:

Under the act of 1909 it was the practice to distribute the draw-
back accruing to linseed oil and linseed-oll cake produced from im-
ported flaxsecd according to their relative values at the time of separa-
tlon in accordance with the decision of the court in the case of the
United States v. Dean Linseed Oil Co. (87 Fed. 453). The provisions
of section 813 of the pending tariff bill as amended by the Senate
Finance Committee appear to be substantially the same ag the drawback
provisions of the act of 1909,

A bushel of flaxseed will be separated into 19 pounds of lin-
seed oil and 37 pounds of oil cake. The fluxseed importer will
then export the 37 pounds of oil cake to Europe and claim a
drawback in spite of the fact that oil cake itself is on the free
list. The Treasury Department will calculate the value of the
products which the flaxseed importer obtained through the
simple process of separating the oil and cake by adding the
value of the 19 pounds of oil according to the market s rice exist-
ing at the time of separation and the value of the 37 pounds
of linseed cake which the importer has .hipped to Europe. It
will then be found that the value of the 37 pounds of linseed
cake which has been reexported will average slightly over 25
per cent of the combined value of the 19 pounds of oil and 37
pounds of linseed cake, and the flaxseed importer will receive a
drawback from the Treasury Department approximating 25
per cent of the duty which he paid on the bushel of flaxseed.

The drawback of 25 per cent of the 40 cents duty which the
flaxseed importer paid will amount to 10 cents and thereby the
net duty which the flaxseed importer will have paid will amounnt
to only 30 cents and not 40 cents as provided for in paragraph
760

Mr, President, we must therefore consider these tariff rates
on flaxseed and linseed oil on the basis of the duty on flaxsead
being actually 30 cents per bushel of 56 pounds and not 40 cents
per bushel, as the agricultural bloc would have the farmers
believe.

Let us now see what the duty is on linseed oil, Paragraph 50
of this bill fixes the duty at 34 cents per pound, and 3% cents
multiplied by 19—there are 19 pounds of oil obtained from a
bushel of flaxseed—equals 66} cents, Therefore the facts are
that the duty on flaxseed in this bill fo. the benefit of flax
growers is 30 cents per bushel, and the duty on the oil content
of a bushel of flaxseed after it is separated from the cake is
664 cents per bushel.

In other words, Mr. President, the importers of flaxseed—
only 14 in number—are invited by the farm bloc and the ma-
jority members of the Senate Finance Committee to collect a
subsidy amounting to 363 cents on the 19-pound linseed oil con-
tent of every bushel of flaxseed grown in the United States and
on every bushel that is imported from Canada and the Argentine.

To suppose that a small band of 14 importers who control
this business will decline such an invitation when they have
already been shown to have adopted other means of accomplish-
ing the same thing without the aid of a tariff would be absurd.
Is it not amazing that the farm bloe should be promoting with
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all of their energy and vigor a system whereby 14 closely co-
operating flaxseed importers should collect on the American
farmers’ production of flaxseed more protection than the grower
received himself, and in addition thereto a subsidy at the same
extortionate rate on all of the flaxseed that is imported?

Afr. President, the process of separating linseed oil and cake
from the flaxseed is very simple. In fact, the process is so
simple that I believe the importers of bird cages, hair dryers,
and cockoo clocks, against whom a Member of this body spoke
s0 vehemently a few days ago, employ more labor in unpacking
the foreign cuckoo clocks, hair dryers, and bird cages than do
these flaxseed importers employ in removing linseed oil from
its container—the flaxseed. It would, therefore, be just as
logical to grant the importers of cuckeo clocks some special
rates to protect the workmen who unpack the boxes of them
as they ceme from Germany as it is to provide special rates for
these 14 flaxseed importers so that they may be enabled to swell
their treasuries by $9,400,000 in excess of what their legitimate
profits would be,

The favorable consideration accorded the flaxseed importers
is due to the fact that they have qualified in the eyes of the
majority members of the Finance Committee as captains of in-
dustry. They must have linseed-oil mills as an adjunct to their
domestic and importing business in order to separate the linseed
oil from the flaxseed, but there is no diversity of interest. They
all work together and they all ask the farm bloc and the
majority members of the committee to rate them as American
manufacturers and to overlook the fact that more than half of
their business is importing. They have insisted that they be
given high rates of duty for the protection of their * manufac-
luring industry,” although at least 60 per cent of their subsidy
would be collected by them through importing operations,

Linseed-oil mills crushing flaxseed with 33 per cent oil yield
only pay wage earners an amount equal to 2} per cent of the
value of their production. The following is an extract from the
report of the United States Bureau of the Census for 1919:
Number of linseed mills 28
Number of wage earmers 2,173
W&t:es paid wage earners 53. 052, 000
Value of products $120, 638, 000

Tariff protection for linseed-oil mills above the protection they
pay on flaxseed can not be justified by any appreciable differ-
ence in-the labor costs here and abroad.

Sometimes excessive tariff rates are automatically reduced
by keen competition in the home market. In the case of the
linseed-oil industry 26 linseed-oil mills, owned by about 14 com-
panies, crush all the oil that is crushed in America, and' 5 com-
panies control 75 per cent of this business.

It is, therefore, certain that the tariff will be collected in its
entirety by such a small number of operators. A representative
of one of these linseed-oil mills stated before the Committee on
Ways and Means that the difference in labor costs in linseed-oil
mills here and abroad was not a serious matter. The American
mills, with their superior facilities for distribution, ean also
secure a4 premium on domestie linseed oil over the prices of for-
eign linseed oil with the tarifT added.

The Payne-Aldrich Act created a differential for the American
linseed-oil mill operators of 17} cents on the oil content of a
bushel of flaxseed.

Those who framed the Underwood-Simmons law found that
there was little labor cost in the erushing of flaxseed and re-
duced the Payne-Aldrich differential to 5 cents on the oil content
of a bushel of flaxseed. This differential fully protected our
linseed-oil mills, as shown by the small imports of linseed oil
as compared with the large imports of flaxseed.

The Republican Party upset the scientifically adjusted rate
in the Underwood-Simmons law by their ill-advised emergency
tariff, which raised the duty on flaxseed from 20 cents per
bushel to 30 cents per bushel without granting any increase in
the duty on linseed oil. This reversed the differential in favor
of foreign oil millg, and since the present law became effective
we have imported relatively larger quantities of linseed oil than
flaxseed ; and pointing to the results of this haphazard emer-
gency tariff, the American linseed-oll monopoly are now using
this as an argument to obtain a differential in their favor far
in excess of any slight difference that may exist between the
cost of erushing linseed in the mills abroad and in this eountry.

Here is what the linseed crushers, the Government, and the
farmers will receive, based on an average year of 12,000,000
bushels domestic crop and 14,000,000 bushels of imported flax-
seed :

The Government will colleet duties on 14,000,000 bushels
of Imported flaxseed at 30 cents per bushel L A
The farmer will colleet tariff protection on 12,000,000

bushels at 30 cents per bushel_.

$4, 200, 000
8, 600, 000

After deducting the above amounta&:.ld by linseed crushers
in duties and tarilf protection thelr flaxseed, their
excessive subsidy of 36} cents on the oil content of a

bushel of flaxseed will equal $9, 490, 000
Total cost of this scheme to be paid by the manu-
facturers and others using linseed oll as a raw

material equals z 17, 290, 000

American paint, varnish, oilcloth, and linoleum industries
which use linseed oil as a raw material will have to add the
664 cents collected by the American linseed-oil monopoly to
the price of their products; and this amount will be unavoid-
ably multiplied as the linseed oil passes through the channels
of industry and trade, to be paid by the consumer at the retail
stores,

This tariff, at its cost to consumers as above explained, will
be paid one-half by American farmers and one-half by Ameri-
can consumers, The result to the farmer, on the basis of 66%
cents protection given the linseed-oil mills, not to mention the
increase which will acerue as the manufactunred products pass
through the hands of the manufacturer, wholesaler, and re-
tailer, will be as follows:

Cost to farmer In purchase of products made from lin-
geed oll.

$8, 645, 000
Pm;::lt!m received by the farmer from the tarif on flax-

3, 600, 000

Loss to the farmer 5, 045, 000

If the farmers' tariff on flaxseed is allowed to be so prosti-
tuted by the rates on linseed oil as proposed in the pending bill,
the result to the farmer is a tremendous loss, while thousands
of substantial industries and American consumers will be forced
to submit to exploitation.

Mr. President, I have a very large number of letters and
telegrams from paint manufacturers and organizations in
the State of Massachusetts protesting against this duty, par-
ticularly upon linseed oil, which I ask to have inserted in the
RECORD,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WapsworTH In the chair),
Without objection, it will be so ordered.

The letters and telegrams are as follows:

HoLyor® CeENTRAL Lapor UXNIOR,
Holyoke, Mass,, April 2§, 1922

Hon. Davip WALsH,
United States Nemator, United States Senate, Washington, D, C.

HoxoeasLe Sir: The Holyoke Central Labor Union desire to pro-
test to yon against the exorbitant rate of duty on linseed oil and
flaxseed oil. We belleve that there is no jostification for such a dif-
ferential in the rates on flaxseed and linseed oil, as the labor in lin-
geed crushing is very small,

We also want to protest agalpst the proposal of Senator Lapp of
North Dakota, as made by him on January b, relative to flaxseed
and linseed oil.

It is the hope of the above named bod
clear to work and vote for an amendmen

that you will see your wcnﬂ
to the bill, making a radi
reduction in the dutf on hoth linseed and flaxseed oil, as the pro-
posed high tariff on both linseed and flaxseed oil will be one of the
canses of stopping a great deal of repairs on buildings as well as re-
tarding much new work for some time to come. Thanking you in
advance for past and present favors, I remain,

L. MARrrox, Secretary.

Respectfully yours, JOsEPH
MiLrorDp, Mass., April 13, 1038,
Hon. Davip I. WaLss,

United Rtates Benate, Washington, D. O.

DeEar SENATOR: We desire to protest to yon against the exorbitanl':
rate of duty of 2} cents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of
the Fordney tariff bill. As there are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtained
from a bushel of flaxseed, this rate of 24 cents per pound on linseed
is equal to 47} cents per bushel

ﬁlem is no justification for such a differential in the rates on flax-
seed and linseed oil, as the labor in linsecd crushing is very small
The Burean of the Census extract for the year 1910 shows the wages
paid in linseed oil mills to be only 2} per cent of the value of the
products produced.

e also protest against the proposal of Benator Lapp, of North
Dakota, made b{ him on J'anutrrg b before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee urging that the rate of duty on flaxseed be increased to 40
cents per bushel, and that the duty on linseed be increased from 2}
to 3} cents per pound.

We urge that a duty of 20 cents per bushel net, and not subject to
any drawback on oil cake, be adopted on fla , and a duty of not
over 12 cents per gallon of 7§ pounds be adopted on linseed oil.

Hoping you will see that this injustice is eliminated from the
pmdln& tarifl bill, we remain,

ours very truoly,
LocAn No. 216, BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS,
DECORATORS, AND PAPERHANGERS OF AMERICA,
By Cuas, B. DEWING, Secrctary.

BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DECORATORS, AND
PAPERHANGERS OF AMERICA,
Boston, April }, 1922,
Hon. Davip I. WarLsH,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sie: I have been instructed to write you, on hehalf of Local
258, protesting the pas of a bill now pending fu regard to the tariff
on flaxseed and linseed 061!.

R. W. BExxETT,

Yours tiully,
e . Recordiig Secretary.
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BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DECORATORS, AND PAPERHANGERS
oF AMenica, LocAn Uxitox No, 257
Bpringfield, Mass., March 31, fo22.

My Dear SENaTonr: We desire to protest to you against the exorbitant
rate of duty of 2} cents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of
the Fordney tariff bill. As there are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtalned
from a bushel of flaxseed, this rate of 21 cents per pound on linseed ofl
is equal to 473 cents per bushel. As the duty on flaxseed im paragraph
760 is 25 cents per bushel, which after deducting the drawback amounts
to 183 cents per bushel, the duty on linseed oil is most unjust, as it
forces all linseed oil consumers to pay 20 cents per bushel more protec-
tion to the linseed oil mills than the oil mills pay to American farmers
or to our Government in duties on imported flaxseed,

There Is no justification for such a differential in the rates on flax-
seed and linseed oil, as the labor in linseed crushing is very small. We
also protest against the proposal of Senator Lapp, of North Dakota,
that the rate of duty on fiaxseed be increased to 40 cents per bushel
and that du t{ on linseed oil be raised from 2} to 3} cents per pound.

We orge that a duty of 20 cents per bushel net, and not subject to
any drawback on oil eake, be adopted on flaxseed, and a duty of not over
12 cents per gallon of T} pounds be adopted on linseed oil.

Hoping that you will see that this matter is given attention, I am,

Respectfully yours,
P. H. Tricas,

Secretary of Local Union No. 257.

BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DECORATORS,
AND PAPERHANGERS OF AMERICA,
Union No. 253, of Holyoke, Mass., April 12, 1922,
Hon, DAvip I. WALSH,
United States Senate, Washington, D, €.

DEAR SENATOR: We desire to protest to yom against the exorbitant
rate of duty of 33 eents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of
the Fordney tariff bill. e also protest to you against the duty on
flaxseed. oping you will see that this injustice is elilminated from the
;;mnclimzY tarift bill, we remain

ours very truly, 'RoBERT GoopwWiN, Recording Secretary.
BRrOTHERHOOD OF PaIxTemrs, DRCORATORS,
AND PAPERHANGERS OF AMERICA,
Union No. 75, of Fall River, Mass., April 2}, 1922
Hon. DAvip I. WALSH, -
United Ktates Senate, Washington, D, 0. °

DEAr Sie: The Senate Finance Committee has reported out the
tariff bill with a provision for a duty on linseed oil and faxseed. If
the recommendation becomes a law, it will greatly increase the cost of
linseed-oil varnish and all painting material. 8o I ask you to try and
work'for an amendment to the bill, as it will greatly reduce the amount
of our work. I remain,

Fraternally yours, P. 0. DUCHARME,
Recording Secretary Local 75.

" HovuvoxE, Mass., April 20, 1922,
Hon. Davip WaLsm, > o8 3

United States Senate, Washingion, D. .

Desr Sexaror: We desire to protest to you against the exorbitant
rate of duty of 24 cents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of
the Eurdneg tariff bill. As there are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtained
from a bushel of flaxseed this rate of 2} cents per pound on linseed oil
is equal to 471 cents per bushel,

As the duty on flaxseed in para
TG0 is cents per bushel % e &&h

which, after deducting the dra
amounts to 18% cents per bushel, the duty on linseed oil is most unjust
as it forces all linsecd oll consumers to pay 29 cents per bushel more
}:rotr-ction to linseed oil mills that the oil mills pay to Amerlcan
armers or to our Government in duties on imported flaxseed.

There is no justification for such a differential in the rates on flax-
seed and lins oil, as the labor in linseed crushing Is very small. The
Bureau of the Census extract for the year 1919 shows the wages paid
in I%nseeﬂd oil mills to be only 24 per cent of the value of the products
produced.

We also protest against the proposal of Senator Lapp, of North
Dakota, made bg him on Janunary 5 before the SBenate Finance Com-
mittee, urging that the rate of duty on flaxseed oil be raised from 2
to 33 cents per pound. This proposal would make the duty on ﬂanees
exorbitant and make the rates of duty on linseed oll even more unjust
than those originally contained in the Fordney bill.

We urge that a duty of 20 cents per bushel net and not subject to
any drawback on oil cake be adopted on flaxseed and a duty of not
over 12 cents f1‘>er gallon of T§ pounds be adopted on linseed oil, Any
rates higher than these will cause an unjust increase in the cost of
linseed oil products, such as paint and enamel, and furthermore, an
greater differential than 10 cents per bushel on flaxseed and lin
ofl wounld result in an exploitatory subsidy for linseed oil mills to which
they have no just claim. ﬂoping you will see that this injustice is
eliminated from the pending tariff bill, we remain,

Yours very truly,
HorLyoge Briving Trapes Covxcrn,
Fraxg R. Evurixa, Secretary.

F_Busrox, Mass., January 20, 1922,
Davip I. WarsH,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O.;

We protest the proposed tariff on flaxseed of 40 cents per bushel and
26} cents per gallon on linseed oil. We think it an outrage against
the paint and varnish manufacturers. This is legislation for the few
against the many, Is this American justice we have been proud of?

WapswortH, HowLaxD & Co. (Ixc.).
BosTox, Mass,, March 31, 1928,
Davip I. WALSH,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

We protest against proposed duty on linseed oil of 31 cents per

und. We can't survive if any more haundicaps are put on our
ndustry.

g WapsworTH, Howraxp & Co. (Ixc.).

—

BosTox, Mass., August 23, 1921,
Hon. Davip I. WaLsH, 3

United Btates Senator, Washington, D, O,
Dear SexaTonR: We dislike to bother you with the many cares and
troubles that must constantly arise for you as our Senator, but we do
feel that jt is of the utmost importance (hat we enter our protest

to the ultimate consumer of at least $3.240,

against the Fordney tariff bill as it now reads regarding animal and
w§emhle oils and fats.

t would seem to the writer that any man would know that there
should not be any tariff on these raw materials. Take, for instance
China wood oil. * Under this Fordney bill there will be a tariff of
40 cents per gallon, which is nearly as much as we used to !my for it.
What will be the result of any such tariff as that? The foreigners will
make the goods up and ship it right into the United States and beat us,

There should be no tariff on flaxseed. Every manufacturer of paints
and varnishes knows that we are no longer an export country in flax-
seed, but are only one of the large importing countries ; still they go to
work and put a tariff on flaxseed. It seems as if they are working in
every way to put manufacturers in our line out of business.

For instance, normally we use 30,000,000 bushels of flaxseed per year
in this eountry, and this year if we can raise over 8,000,000 or 9,000,000
bushels in this country we will be doing well, and our production of
flaxseed is growing less and less while the demand is increasing.

It does not seem possible that men who think counld go over this bill
as regards these two items and have a broad-minded love of our country
in view when they Fromotc any such bill as this.

Yours very truly,
WapswortH, HowrLasp & Co. (Ixc.)),
ARTHUR P. FELTON, President.

BosToN, Mass., January 20, 1922,
DAvID I. WALSH,
Senate Finance Committee, Washington, D. O.:
We protest against a tariff of 40 cents a bushel on flaxseed and 26}
cents on linseed oil. It Is an outrage on the paint industry.
Jas. H. I'RINCE PAINT (O

NOrRrFOLE Dowxs, Mass,, March 31, 1922,
Benator WALSH,
Washingten, D, OC.:

Understand Finance Committee is considering adoption of 3} cents
per pound duty on linseed oil. This exorbitant duty on the principal
raw material of our industry will greatly curtail consumption of our
produets. We emphatically oppose a duty in excess of 12 cents per

llon.
R NorrOLE VArxisa Co.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, I hold in my
hand a very remarkable letter, which I am going to ask to
have read from the desk. Tt is a letter from a manufacturer
of Philadelphia, Pa., who uses linseed oil in very large quanti-
ties. This letter shows the extent of the burden which will be
placed upon him by the exaction of the very high prices that
will follow the imposition of this high duty. It is a letter
which I am sure is similar to letters that have been received
by other Senators from like manufacturers in various parts of
the country; but he states the whole story better than I counld
state it, and I am going to ask the Secretary to read the letter
in full to the Senate.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator, I understand, asks that the
letter be read?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes.

Mr. McCUMBER. I think every Senator has received that
letter and read it. It is quite a lengthy letter, as I now recall.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Ordinarily, T should not
ask that it be read; but this is a very important subject, and
I think it will contribute something to the debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the letter
will be read.

The reading clerk read as follows:

CoxcoreuM Co. (INc.),
Philadelphia, Pa., July 6, 1922,

Hon. Davip I. WaLsH,

United States Senate, Washington, D. O,

Dear Sir: As a manufaciurer of linoleums and felt base floor cover-

ings and a large user of linseed oil, we desire to protest against the
roposed compensatory duty of 33 cents per pound on linseed oil, which
s based on a proposed duty of 40 cents per bushel on flaxseed.

This duty on linseed oil is equivalent to an increase of approximately
16 cents per gallon aver the Underwood rate, which means that if the
duty becomes effective we will be obliged to pay 16 cents more per
xall{m for linseed oil.

This company uses at least 1,000,000 gallons of linseed ofl ?er year,
An increase of 16 cents per lg‘allon would mean that our cost of pro-_
duction would be increased $160,000 annually. To cover this Increase
in the cost of production it would be necessary to increase our sclling
prices by $240,000 per year, which in turn would be increased by the
retallers to $360,000 per year. Therefore for this $160,000 increase
in our [arodnctinn cost the ultimate consumer would pay approximately
£360,000.

This condition arises from the fact that any increase In the cost of
raw materials entering Into a manufactured article is charged into the
cost of production. he selling price of the manufactured articles Is
based on certain percentages of the cost of production. For example,
if an article costs $1 to manufacture, the selling price might be 133
per cent of this cost BShould the raw materials entering into the
sald article be increased 16 cents, then the total production cost be-
comes $1.16 and the selling price would then become 133 r cent of
$1.16. This same principle also applies to the retailers’ cost and
selling prices; consequently any increase in the cost of production
means a greater increase in the selling price to the retailer and still
greater increase to the ultimate consumer.

According to the Bureau of Census report for 1921, the oflcloth
and linoleum industry consumed over 9,000,000 gallons of linseed oil,
which means that the increased cost to the whole industry and to the
consumer would be nine times the above figures, which amounts to
an increased cost to the industry of $1,440,000 and an inereased cost

0.
ounds, yields 19 pounds of
nder the Underwood Tariff
of 20 cents per bushel on flaxseed. This made
axseed 20 cents a bushel higher than if there had

A bushel of flaxseed, which weighs 58
linseed oil, or approximately 23 gullons.
Act there was a dut
the market price of
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been no duty, because a large portion of the flaxseed used was im-
ported, and therefore the domestic price wonld equal the imported price
plus the duty of 20 cents per bushel, This additional cost of 20 cents
E«.r bushel was equivalent to 8 cents per gallon, which meant that the

nderwood tariff rate on flaxseed increased the cost of linseed oll bs
8 cents & gallon. The linseed-oll Produoar was given a duty of 1
cents per gallon, which enabled him to absorb this additional cost
plos a profit of 25 per cent on the increase of 8 cents.

Under the proposed duty flaxseed will be increased at the net rate
of 10 cents per bushel over the Underwood rate, The grogs rate is 40
cents, but there is a drawback eguivalent to 10 eents per bushel on

cake in the drawback provisions of the bill, which makes the
net rate of 80 cents per bushel. This increase of 10 cents bushel
aver the Underwood rate is equivalent to an locrease in the cost of
linseed oll of 4 cents per 1? lon, which means that the linseed-oil
roducers should have a duty of 5 cents more per gallon over the
Jnderwood 'rate to cover this Increased cost of production and allow
E:fanl] f t!!ﬁ ]:rwa ctgnt prﬁ;ﬁt ec?g t‘llmlém-reatae. This wounld them make the
rate of duty on lins 0 cents gallon as a compensatory
rate of 80 cents net per bushel on ﬂmoﬁfer

Instead of this the linseed-oil manufacturers are granted a rate of
263 cents pius per gallon, which ineans that for an increase in their
cost of production of 4 cents per gallon over the Underwood rate
they wish to obtain an increased duty of 161 cents, which will enable
them to fet 16} cents more for their oll to offset an increase in the
cost of cents, If thls rate becomes effective, the ed-oll pro-
ducers will receive 111 cents per gallon more than they actually need
to offset the increased cost of production plus a 25 per cent profit on
the increase, This 11} cents excess profit means that the linoleum
and oilcloth industry would be obli to pay $990.000 more for its
linsced oil, while in turn the consumer would pay $2,227,5600.

In a statement made by Senator LaApp, as reported In the Coxcrus-
810NAL RECOERD of May 15, 1922, it was claimed that the cost of con-
version of flaxseed into linseed oil was B0 cents per bushel, and that
the European cost was 25 cents per bushel. Also, that labor in BEurope
48 not receiving s.niything like DO per cent of the wages paid in the
United States. This mean]y investizated the labor costs In England
and received from the Natiomal Seed and Crushers' Association, of
London, the average rates of pay paid in England by the linseed-oil
crushers. This letter is attached hereto.

These rates of pay expressed in our money, with exchange at $4.40
per pound sterling, are as follows:

Cents per hour.
rivei 283
Grinders. 25.8
Parers i 25,2
General labor. 25.2

Although we do pot employ any molders, pressmen, or parers, we
employ common labor and grinders in the linolenm business, and the
rwages in these classes of labor range between 80 cents 30 cents
‘per hour at the present time,

The rates of pay for general labor paid by the linseed-oil crushers
in Englnnd are approximately the same as paid for the same class of
labor in other industries of which we have authentic records. It can
be readily seen that En%{and is paying considerably more than half
of the wages pald in the United States.

The conversion cost or crushing cost of linseed oil is analogous to
the crushing of cotton seed, excepting the cotton seed requires more
work and labor in preparing the seed for the crusher. The cottonseed
crushers have always been able to crush their products as chﬂaplg as
any forelgn country, and even requested that there be no tarlif on
cottonseed and similar foreign ofls. The reason for this condition is
due to the fact that the labor cost in erushing oil seeds is an exceed-
ingly small increment, In the crushing of linseed, oil the labor cost
is 2} per cent of the total value of the product as shown by the 1919
census. The above rates of BEnglish labor indieate that their rates per
hour are approximately 70 per cent of the American rate, which would
mean that the actual labor saving would be T0 per cent of 2§ per cent,
or approximately three-fourths of 1 per cent of the value of the prod-
ucts. This means that if the British labor was as eflicient as the
American labor, the cost of production would be reduced by three-
fourths of 1 per cent of the value of the products. This saving is so
small that it will not begin to pay the transportation costs on the fin-
ished products between England and Ameriea. At the present time,
however, American labor, from personal observations that the writer
has made in other industries in gland, is far more efficient than the
English labor, and although the rates of pay per hour in England are
Iower than the rates of pay In the United States, the output per hour
in the United States is mueh greater, thereby offsetting to a large
extent the advantage gained by lower rates per hour,

At the proposed rates of duty on linseed oll become effective, the
costs of certaln grades of floor coverings which this comlpany many-
factures and is now exporting will be inereased to the point where it
will probably be necessary to either discontinme the export business
or eise manufacture such products in the countries where such floor
coverings are now being exporied. In either case, this -will mean the
withdrawal of this amount of business from the United States, resmit-
ing in a reduction in purchases and employment of labor, which again
reacts on the linseed-oil crusher and on the farmer,

We furthermore wish to state that we are urging that the pro-
foaed rates of duty on linoleums be reduced, as they are much higher

han 1s necessary to equalize the difference in the cost of production
between linoleums manufactured in Enﬁlxnd and those manufactured
in the United States, The exact amount of the reduction that we are
urging in the rates on linolenm is dependent upon the rate of duty
that will apply to linseed oil,

Approximately G0 ?Pl‘ cent of the floor coverings manufactured by
this company are sold in the ricoltural districts, and we believe
that this ratlo of distribution will nppl|y to the other manufacturers
of linoleums and oileloths. Consequently 60 per cent of the burden
of the excessive duty on linseed oll, ns earried by the ultimate con-
sumer of floor coverings, falls upon the farmer,

The farmer is also a very extensive user of linseed oil in the form
of paints which he buys to paint his buildings and equipment, Here
aganin the excessive dutg‘ on linseed oil will fall upon the farmer.

There are nearly 1,000 paint manufacturers the United States
who use Hoseed oil as a basic material. We ean not understand how

‘the proposed doty on linseed oll can be regarded as protective when
it imposes an unwarranted burden upon the American farmers and all
other- s and accomplishes nothing but the ereation of an ex-
ceasive profit for the few operators of a slmple oil-separating process.

We feel that it is imcumbent upon the Senate to reduce the pro-
posed 3% cents per pound duty on linseed oil to 2 cents per pound,

which would be equivalent to 15 cents per gallon, This rate will pro.

vide ample compensation and ample protective margin for the flaxseed-

operation as eompared with the proposed rate of 40 cents per

bushel (30 cents net) on faxseed.
Yery truly yours,

THE NATIONAL Sped CRUSIERS' ASSOCIATION,
London, June 23, 1922,

The Congoleum Co. (Ine.), Philadelphia.

Dear Bir: With reference to your call here to-day, I have pleasure
in giving you information as to the rates of wages paid to the em-
plcgees in the English oil mills.

8 you understand, the rates vary slightly in different towns,
conntry mills mostly paying slightly lower rates than cltf mills. The
following, however, are the prineipal rates applicable in Hull, which is
gmitc:ln%r. by about 50 per cent of the seed-crushing busincss of the

n ngdom :

A. B. VAN BIoLER, Secrefary.

H. 8gerpox TIEL,

Bhillings.
Pressmen 63
Molders 6T
Grinders bl
Parers 55
General labor s DO

The above rates are for a working week of 6 shifts of 8 hours each,
say a4 week of 48 hours. The practice on this side is to work three
squads of men in the 24 hours, first start working from 6 a. m. till
2 p. m., the second set from 2 p. m. till 10 p. m., and the third set
from 16 p. m. till 8 &, m.; each squad of men takes rotation. The
men on the first shift one week take the second shift the next week and
the third shift the following week, and so round. In actual practice
there is one shift of eight hours drol;];;ed in ths three weeks, owing to
the intervention of the Saturday, so that a man in his three weeks cycle
really works 48 hours the first week, 48 hours the second week, and
40 hours only the third week: No deduction of wages is made for the
third week ; he receives the same wage for that period. 1In each shift
of 8 hours there is a break of 20 minutes for meals at half time.

‘We ghall be hsgpy lf; give you any further information you desire.

»

Yours fal -
J. W. PeARSON, President.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, when para-
graph 50 is taken up I shall move to reduce the rate on flaxseed
oll from 3% cents to 2 cents.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, I am profoundly affected
by the plea which has just come from the manufacturers of
linoleum, who, of course, use considerable flaxseed or linseed
oil in the manufacture of their product. However, I am not
prepared to shed copious tears when I recall that they have
asked and received- the full compensatory duty upon the flax-
seed oil in the rates which have been given them for the protec-
tion of their product against English and other manufactures.
I do not find that any one of them is requesting that their
produet be placed upon the free list or that the rate on it be
materially reduced.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understood the objection
made by the writer of the letter which has just been read was
that these rates would compel him to charge such a high price for
his product that he would be unable to do any export business,

Mr. McCUMBER. However, 1 think they will continue to
import just as long as we are producing less than one-third of
the product consumed in the United States, and I have no doubt
that the duty may possibly also affect their export trade. That
would naturally follow.

I read with great interest how these extra duties would be
charged to the consumer, and that the consumer would have
logded upon his shoulders the extra weight of 34 cents a pound
on the oil that is used in the linolenm.

1 can not help pausing a moment and casting my eyes over
the record of their charges for linoleum in 1920, They were
not mourning at that time about the consumers. At that fime
they were asking several times the former value of their prod-
uct, and they were importing their linseed oil without the
payment of any of these higher duties.

They are just like all other human beings; they are going to
get all they can for their product, and the measunre of what they
will receive will be the ability of the publie to purchase, That
is what they have done in the past and that is what they will
do in the future, and they will charge all that the trade will
bear, and they will do this, tariff or no tariffl. They would like
to charge that and at the same time prevent the producer of
the fiaxseed from receiving due compensation for his labor in
producing their raw product. But, Mr. President, this duty will
not be added to the cost of linoleum for the simple reason that the
trade will not allow an increase in price, The price of this prod-
uct will come down, as the prices of all other products will recede.

I was not in the Chamber when the Senator from Massa-
chusetts began his argument, but I am going to presume that he
abandoned the stock argument which we have heard on the
other slde so often, that the farmer got no benefit out of the
emergency tariff. I do not think he mentioned that subject. It
was mentioned with a great deal of vehemence when the crop
of the world sent peanuts down, but it is forgotten when the
conditions of the world send flaxseed up.

I am trying to be as reasonable as possible in the considera-
tion of the effect of a duty on any ty. I have never
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claimed that the tariff was going to change the whele werld |
prices of any commodity, and have always insisted that prices
in the United States would go up and down to eorrespond with
general world production. That was true of the peanut crop;
it is true of the flaxseed crop.

But I want to call attention to this one fact, that while world
prices of flaxseed, after we passed the emergency tariff bill, went
upward, the American prices were sent upward away beyond
the world. level of prices, and the difference between the world
level of prices and the American level of prices during the
same period measures accurately the bhenefit we obtained trom
the emergency tariff law,

We passed the emergeney tariff law in the month of May,
1921. In the month of April, the preceding month, the price of
No. 1 northwestern American flaxseed was $1.54 a bushel. We
passed our law the next month, and during that month the aver-
age was $1.79. It then went upward each: month until May,
1922, when the average price per bushel was $2.78. So the
farmer is receiving now $1.22 a bushel mere than he received
just prior to the passage of the emergency tariff act. That does
not mean he is getting a benefit of $1.22 a bushel by reason of
the emergency tariff act, not by any means; but if we look at
the world level of prices, which is measured in the free-trade
port of Buenos Aires, we will find that the price at Buenos
Aires of La Plata flaxseed in April, 1921, was $1.15 and in
May, 1922, it was $1.91. It was 76 cents higher than it was the
month previous to the enactment of the emergency tariff law.
Therefore, while the world’s level of prices advanced 76 cents a
bushel, Ameriean prices advanced $1.22 a bushel, or a difference
of 46 cents a bushel. We at least got that benefit.

We did not. get the full benefit for another reason. When the
emergency tariff bill came over from the House we were in.a
hurry to get it through so that, as far as possible, we could
check the downward "tendency of prices ef the products cov-
ered by it. The weakness of that bill was that while it gave a
sufficient protection upon the flaxseed, it gave ne differential to
take care of the importations of the linseed oil. The result was
that linseed oil came into the country in- enormous quantities;
instead of the raw produet, the linseed itself, and that held the
prices down. Except for that, during the entire year we would
have had the full benefit of our tariff difference, and in faet,
even as it was, we received practically the same difference that
was measured by the emergency tariff.

My, President, I want te make the record complete in regard
to a few items. The aect of 1909—the last Republican tariff
bill—gave a duty) of 25 cents per bushel upon flaxseed. The act
of 1913 cut it down only § cents, making it 20 cents per bushel,
The bill as it passed the House gave back the old Payne-
Aldrich rate of 1909 of 25 cents a bushel. The emergency tariff
law gave us 30 cents a busbel, and the proposed law fixes 40
cente per bushel as the rate,

Now, during the calendar year 1921 the imports amounted to
12,326,244 busheds as compared with a production in the United
States of 8,112,000 bushels. But in adddtion to that nearly
20,500,000 bushels camne into the United States in the shape of
linseed oil, and that brought the entire importations to the
equivalent of about 33,000,000 hushels.

We derived some revenue from: this product independent of.
the protection. Under the act of 1913, in the first half of the
vear 1921, we collected in duties $908,036.20. After the emer-
geney act passed we collected $2.341,408.80, or a total of $3.-
245,045, On the basis of $1.65 per bushel, the average unit
value for the calendar year 1921, the rate of 40 cents per
bushel is equal to 24 per cent ad valorem.

Now. Mr. Preesident, we have shown a great advantage to
the American farmer in the emergency tariff. We will be able
to maintain a very much betier average, I think, with the pres-
ent proposed tariff rate. As to the differential of 33 cents per
pound, my colleague, the junior Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lapn], having had long experience as a professor in the
agrieultural college of that State and also as president of the
college, has very extended Enowledge coneerning the matter of
a proper differential in the matter of this particular tariff duty,
and if that Senator will allow me to impose upon him I will
ack his opinion and judgment as to the proper differential.

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, in speaking at this time I want
to give attention to both flaxseed and the soya hean, which
come under this paragraph. The Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr; Wazsha] called attention to the fact that a large amount
of the gil imported into this countr; of late had been impeorted
by the erushers, and that is true. Why by the crushers? Be-
canse they were unable to compete with European countries in
the importation of flaxseed. The tariff on flaxseed was placed
at 30 cents under the emergency tariff law and the oil remained
at 10 cents per gallon. Natu .lly the oil was being imported
into the coumtry by the importers; so the crushers; in order to

retsin their customers, found it necessary to meet the demands
of the markets to become able to import flaxseed and became im-

‘porters of the oil for ne other purpose than to keep their cus-

tomers until they could again become buyers of the flaxseed.
We had a tariff of 30 cents on flaxseed in 1890, and at
that time the tariff on oil was greater than the tariff on flax-.

' seed, being 32 cents per gallon. In 1894 the tariff was reduced

to 20- cents: per bushel on flaxseed, and on oil to 20 cents, just
the smme as on the flaxseed per bushel. In 1897 it was changed:
to 25 cents per bushel on the seed, and remained the same—
20 cents—on the oil. In 1909 it was 25 cents on the seed and
reduced to 15 cents on the oil. Under the Payne-Aldrich bill the
tariff was 20 cents on the seed and 10 eents per gallon on the oil.

In 1913, when the Underwood-Simmons law went into effect,
we were producing in this country 28,853.000 bushels of flaxseed.
We were producing about 25,000,000 bushels each year, with the
exception of one year, when there was a shortage of erop due to
nearly complete failure, drought, and so forth, when it fell to
something like 12,000,000 bushels. In 1920, because of lack of
protection, we find the amount of flaxseed produced here was:
only 7,661,000 bushels, In 1913 we were importing 5,000,000
bushels of flaxseed. In 1920 we were importing 23,000,000
bushels of flaxseed. Of oil, in 1913 we imported 172,522 gallons,
but of linseed oil, in 1920 we imported 4.550.391 gallons.

Mr. KING. Mpr, President, will the Senator yield?

Thé PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Witiis in the chair).
goei?the Senator from North Daketa yield to the Senator from

fa

Mr. LADD. I yield.

Mr. KING. Can the Senator give the differences in prices
for finished produci—that is, for linseed oil—in 1912, 1913. and
1914, and also in 1918, 1919, 1920, and 19217

Mr, LADD. I do not know that I heve those data here.

Mr. KING. Let us see how .much the advance was, not only
on the oil from-pre-war years to a period during and since the
war but as well the prices before the war and sinee, on flaxseed.

Mr. LADD. I have the prices for the flaxseed, but not for:
the oil.
Mr, KING. That range was about 300 or 400 per eent above

the pre-war price, was it not?

Mr. LADD. In 1912 on the basis of 100 cents, it was 1147,
or §1.147. In 1919 it was $1.99, in 1920 it was $1.766, in 1921
it was $1.629; the data was furnished me, I may say, by the
Department of Agriculture. On the oil I can not give the
figures, as I do not have them with me at this time.

In the first four months of 1922 we imported 8,954,958 gal-
lons of oil, or about twice the amount in four months as for
the preceding year. In other words, to put it in anether form,
during the month of January, 1922, we imported thirty-one
times as much linseed ¢il as in the same month for 1921, Dur-
ing the month of February, 1922, we imported sixty-nine times
as much as in the corresponding month for the preceding year.
In March, 1922, we imported eight hundred and seventy-three
times as much oil as in March, 1921, In April, 1922, we imported
sixty-five and one-half times as much as in April, 1921, In May,
1922, we jmported sixty-three and one-half times as much as
was imported for the corresponding month in 1921. In other
words, we imported in May, 1922, 3,716,209 gallons, as com-
pared with 58,399 gallens in May, 1921.

I asked the Department of Agriculture te furnish me certain
data, and I want to call attention to what they say with regard
to the duty:

A still more important factor perhaps: is the localization of our lin-
geed-oil ind along the eastern seaboard. The eastern mills, far
removed from the flax-producing sections of the United States, have
come te depend almost entirely upon Cana ‘ntina, and tish
Indin for their raw materials: ore recently even. crushersg
loeated in Minneapolis and Chicago have begun to use Argentina seed.
The freight rate on flaxseed from npeapolis and Duluth to New York
is 8634 cen ?er 100 pounds, or at the rate of 32 cents ger bushel.
In contrast with this rate the ocean freight rate from: A tina to New
York is from 8$3.50 to. $4.50 a ton of 2,240 pounds. "'ﬁ'é $4.50 rate
applies to np-river ports and is at the rate of 11 cents per bushel,
I September of last year, when large quantities of flaxseed were being
imported fram Argentina, the freight rate was appreximately 35 cents
per bushel.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota again yield to the Senator from Utal?

Mr. LADD. I yield.

Mr. KING. I may not have heard at a distant part of the
Chamber, but I' understood the Senator to fix the highest price
of flaxseed at less than $2.

Mr. LADD. No: I stated that in 1912 the price was $1.14
I am speaking of the farm price, the price which the farmer
received. The data was received from the Department of
Agricutture. In 1913 the farm price was $1.19; i 1920, $1.766;
and in 1921, $1.629,
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Mr. KING. If the Senator will in his time indulge me for
a moment, I find in the United States Department of Agricul-
ture Yearbook for 1920 the following figures, which seem to be
somewhat at variance with those given by the Senator. We
find the low price at Cincinnati in 1913 was $1.50 per bushel;

—at Minneapolis, $1.23} per bushel; at Milwaukee, $1.25} per
bushel; at Duluth, $1.22§ per bushel. In January, 1914, sub-
stantially the same figures are given. In 1915 $1.70 is given
as the low price in Cincinnati, $1.594 in Minneapolis, $1.51} in

Milwaukee, and $1.611 in Duluth, Those are the low prices.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to his colleague?

Mr. LADD. 1 yield.

Mr. McOCUMBER. The Senator from Utah is in error as to
any variance between his statement and that of my colleague.
My colleague is quoting the farm prices and the Senator from
Utah is quoting the prices at the city. If the Senator from
Utah will turn baek fo page 601 of the document to which he
was referring, he will find the farm prices which correspond
withh what the junior Senator from North Dakota has stated.

Mr. KING. There may not be any variance in the sense im-
plied by the Senator. If those prices indicated the commercial
prices, then, of course, there is a variance.

If the Senator from North Dakota will pardon me a moment
further, in 1916 prices had risen to $2.85 in Cincinnati and cor-
responding inereases at the other points which I shall not take
the time to indicate. In 1917 the price was $3.75 per bushel in
Cincinnati. The highest price was $4.25 per bushel. In Minne-
apolis the high price was $3.46; in Milwaukee the high price
$4.82: in Duluth the high price $4.36 and the low price $3.46,
In 1918, $3.75 was the low and $4.25 the high in Cin-
cinnati, and there were corresponding increases at the
other points. In January, 1919, $3.25 was the low and $5.50
was the high in Cineinnati, with corresponding increases at the
other points, the price being as high as $6.78 at Duluth. In
1920 the low price in Cinecinnati was $4.50 and the high price
was $5, the average being $4.62. In Minneapolis the low was
$4.63 and the high $5.45. In Milwaukee the low was $4.70 and
the high $5.35. At Duluth the low was $4.68 and the high $5.36.
The prices increased from January right along down to July of
that year, when the low price was $5 in Cincinnati. In Min-
neapolis the price was lower, being $3.11 and $3.87%, while
$3.94 was the high price at Duluth.

So there was considerable spread, to use a word which has
been employed a great deal during the debate, between the farm
and the commercial price of the seed to which I have referred.

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, there is no question about that,
but the prices I am giving are the prices which the producer is
going to receive for the crop which he grows. During the war,
of course, there were higher prices paid because of the demand,
and the expense of production was also greater,

Mr, KING. The Senator will see that the prices went up over
800 or 400 per cent, and I presume that the prices now are
very much higher than they were in 1913. There must be some
profiteering somewhere which reflects itself in higher prices
for linseed oil which are carried on to the farmer and to every-
body else who employs linseed oil in painting and for other
purposes for which it is legitimately used,

Mr. LADD. Can the Senator from Utah give the price of
linseed oil per gallon during the war and the price of linseed
oil at the present time?

Mr. KING. I do not have those prices here.

Mr., LADD. Linseed oil was as low as 69 cents a gallon
during the past winter, and I think it is something like 72
cente wholesale according to the last guotation of the price
that [ noticed.

Mr. KING:. My recollection is that the last price I saw was

K87 cents a gallon, The pre-war price was 50 cents, or there-
abouts, a gallon. A short time ago the price was from 75 to
100 per cent above the pre-war price, which, of course, is an
jrapediment to painting and to building operations and to the
general use of this very essential commodity.

Mr, LADD. That is very true; but that does not give the
producer of the commodity any greater return. The report
whiclh has been furnished by the Secretary of Agriculture
further states:

It does not require any extended calenlations to show that American
flaxsesd can not, on the basis of present production and transportation
costs in this country, compete with Argentine flaxseed which, after

aying an import dul¥ of 80 cents a bushel can still be landed in
Elvewt gork more than 20 cents cheaper than flaxseed from the Middle
vst,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts,
mie for a moment?

Will the Senator yield to

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. LADD. 1 yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that the Payne-
Aldrich law levied a duty of 25 cents per bushel upon flaxseed
and that that law coniained a drawback provision, and that the
Underwood law levied a rate of 20 cents per bushel without
any drawback provision. I further understand that the price
of flaxseed has constantly increased from 1913 to 19203 in fact,
that it has increased from $1.75 a bushel to nearly $5 a bushel.
In the face of the fact that, despite the elimination in the
Underwood law of the drawback provision of the Payne-Aldrich
law and a reduction from a rate of 25 cents to 20 cents, the
prices have increased, does the Senator say that the reduc-
tion of the rate and the elimination of the drawback in the
Underwood law are responsible for the reduction in the pro-
duction of flaxseed in this counfry?

Mr. LADD. They are in part responsible; but that redne-
tion is not the only factor; there are other factors that enter
into the question. The Senator from Massachusetts spoke of
one of those, I can not agree with him wholly. The Senator
sald that flax was a sort 'of a “catch crop” for a part of the
farmers. That I do not think to be true. Flax is a crop grown
by farmers on new soil or newly broken land. On the old land
vears ago the farmers were obliged to abandon the production
of flax for the reason that a disease, known as flax wilt, de-
stroyed the plant and the crop did not succeed. The cultiva-
tion of flax was then confined more largely to new land, but
that condition has been overcome at the present time. Ior
the past gix or seven years there has been on the market a
variety of flaxseed which Is immune to these diseases. Just as
a person who has been vaccinated for smallpox is immune to
smallpox, so one of these varieties of flaxseed is immune to
the flaxseed wilt. So flax is coming back into cultivation in
the older parts of the West where it was formerly grown. Flax
vields an income to the farmer which is less than yielded by
wheat in the wheat-growing sections, as is shown in the report
of the Secretary of Agriculture, from which T have quoted.
That flax produetion has rapidly decreased in this country since
1918—that it has fallen from 25,000,000 or 29,000,000 bushels
a year to from 7,000,000 to 8.000,000 bushels a year—is due
in a large measure to the lack of protection, and the fact that
the emergency tariff failed to furnish proper protection on the
oil has been the means of closing practically every crushing
plant in this country. Without adequate protection on bhoth
the oil and the flax, the farmer would have no home market for
the flax that is produced in this country.

The demand for linseed oil in 1918 was about 40,000,000
gallons, but during the past few years the demand has in-
creased to approximately 75,000,000 gallons, while the guan-
tity produced in thig country has rapidly decreased. Under
proper protection flaxseed, in my judgment, would come back
as a large and important crop all through the Northern States,
from New England to Montana, and would be grown not only
on new lands but on the old lands.

In the report which is furnished by the Department of

Agriculture they say further:
* Furthermore, since the United States iz at the present time a large
fmporter, an increase in the tarifft which would uee our importa-
tlons would probably result in lowering the price in foreign markets
to %oints which would enable American importers to buy in foreign
markets in spite of the protection afforded by the higher tariff, so that
the farmer would not profit to the full extent of the increase in the
tariff rates.

I ask that this report may be printed in full as part of my
remarks,

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
will be made.

The report referred to is as follows:

TUxITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTULE,

Bureat oF MARKETS AND CrOP ESTIMATES,
Washington, Octoher 28, 1921,
(Memorandum for Dr. H, C. Taylor, Chief Bureaun of Market and
Crop Estimates.) _
PROPOSED INCREASE IN THE IMPORT DUTY ON FLAXSEED, WITH SPECIAL

REFERENCE TO ENCOURAGEMENT OF FLAXSEED PRODUCTION IS THE

UNITED STATES.

DEar Docror TAyYLor: The undersigned, acting as a egpecial eommit-
tee. under your oral instructions of October 3, 1921, submit the fol-
lowing report om the production and international trade in faxseed,
with partienlar reference to the possibilities of encouraging the pro-
duction of flaxseed in this country by increasing the import duty from
820 to 50 cents per bushel. =

Respectfully submitted. 0. C, 8TINE,

Agricullural Economist, Office of
Munngrmtet ;nd Farm

Without objection, that order

Farm
FEoonomios.

.. R. BALL,
In charge Cereal Investigations, Bureau (}E Plant Imdustry,
C. L. LUEDTEE,
Assistant in Market Information, Foreign Information
Section, Division of Agriouliural Statistics and Prices.
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ProPOSED INCREASE IN THE IMPORT Dury oX FLAXsEED, WITH SPECIAL
REFERENCE TO ENCOVRAGEMENT OF FrAxsegp PrODUCTION IN THE
UNITED STATES.

FAXSEED A PIONEER CROP.

Flaxsced has always been know as a pioneer crop, thriving on the
frontier and moving with it. It has been producec ﬁlﬂﬂ‘aﬂy on the
first soil of newly cleared or newly broken lands and been a ecash
erop for the new settler or farmer distant from market. In all of
the northern States it has been for a period an important crop. Be-
fore the Revolution the northeastern and middle States produced and
exported considerable gquantitles of flaxseed. Before the Civil War,
Ohio and Kentucky had become lmfporunt producers and Cineinnat{
was an important primary market for flaxseed. Flax production has
gh west with the westward mov t of setth t until now
the most important producing ecenters are In the most recently de-
veloped lands in the porthern Great Plaine area, embracing the States
of Minnesota, Bouth Dakota, North Dakota, and Montana.

FLAX WILT AND COMPETITION WITH OTHER CROPS.

Flax wilt and profitableness of other crops have been two important
factors in eausing the shift in flax production. The wilt by causing the
crop to fail after the second or third year on the same land compelled
farmers to shift cultivation. After a few years it could have been
grown again, but markets for other farm products had dave]oﬂea and
80 it was not as profitable to qraw it as other products, these
two factors continue to operate in thlg way our flax Elmdncﬂnn
soon be a thing of the past and the United States will be compell
to depend upon foreign countries for its entire supply, Fortunately,
wilt resistant varieties have been developed which will enable farmers
to grow flax continually on their farins, These wvarieties thus far
have not yielded as well as the flax commonly grown; therefore the
mordwu -resistant seed will increase the cost per busbel of producing

eed,

However, in those portions of the corn belt where flax has not been
grown recently, it is able that the organism causing wilt is not
present, at least, not abupdantly. In that case it would not be
necessary to use seed of resistant but lower yielding warieties until
the wilt appears and becomes destructive. § free from wilt infee-
tion should be used wherever possible. Such seed, generﬁlﬁ can be
obtained in Montana or western North Dakota, where wilt is not
widely destructive, Those needing seed of the wilt-resistant varlety
probably ean obtain it from the North Dakota Agricultural College,
Agzricyltural College, N. Dak.

I the growing of fiaxseed iz to be encouraged in the corn belt, it
should be made a neighborhood or community enterprise in order to
facilitate the distribution of seed and the marketing of the crop. It
would be most economical to distribute at least a carload of seed in
each producing ~ommunity. At any rate, a sufficlent acreage should be
sown In each community to insure the production of at least a carload
of seed so that it could be shipped economiecally to a central market.
One difficolty in growing flax, even on the border of the flax area, is
that there is not a ready market for small lots of seed. It is very
desirable that a group of farmers grow a sufficient acreage to insure
production of a crop that can be marketed economically.

UNITED STATES PRODUCTION DRCLINES.

Theeﬂfu-lnd since 1908 has seen a general decline In the production of
flaxs in the United States. North and South Dakota, Minnesota,
and Montana now produce 84 per cent of the domestic crop. which In
1920 amounted to 10,990,000 bushels, The production this year is
estimated at 8,878,000 bushels. This decline in production, eoupled
with the growing demand for linseed products, has made the Ungted
Btates essentially a faxseed importing country.

WORLD ACREAGE AND PRODUCTION,

Argentina is the largest producer of flaxseed in the world. The
ave acreage Is around 8,000,000 acres. India follows a close second,
The United States is third with 2,000.000 acres; then comes C d

The a sown to flax in Argentina has been aronnd 3,000,000
acres since 1 ahn!wwl.ng little change from year to year. No acreage
or production estimates have been received as yet for the 1921-22 crop.
The acreage in Canada this year is almost one-half that of 1920. The
latest reports give the production this year at 7,160,000 bushels, which
18 about 800,000 bushels less than the 1820 crop. The 1920-21 crop
in India this year was 10.760,000 bushels, or about 6,000,000 bushels
less than the crop of the previous year.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN PLAXSEED.

Argentina leads not only in production but also in her exports of
flaxseed, which amount to approximately 90 per cent of her produc-
tion, India exports about 80 per cent of her production, Russia, how-
ever, exports only about 256 per cent or 3,000, bushels. The average
annual imports of the United States and certain European countries
during the three years preceding the war (1911-1913), and In 1919
::fumzo are shown in the following table compiled from official and

sources : j

Average annual net imports of flazseed into principel flax-consuming
countrigs.

i 1919 1920
Bushels, | Bushels. | Bushels,
348,

TORAL. s oooiieiiiaiiaitansonensaanaenes| 61,4TT; 000 | 22, 507, 000 ] 23,452 000
United States...... ARt Stk Ay ke 200, 14,086,000 | 24,616,000
Grand total........ Videsan s cessssnaasss| O8, 767,000 | 41, 543,000 | 48 028 000
Prior to the war the total consumption of all Europe averaged around

63,000,000 bushels, of which 40,000,000 bushels were imported. Durin,

the three years jmmedlatellr recedinf the war the total imports

Europe averaged over 61, 000 bushels, and thoge of the United States
d the same period averaged around 7,000,000 bushels, In 1918,
with Germany, Belgium, Hungary, Denmark, and the Netherlands taking

no flaxseed and Italy taking wvery little, we find Furope's net Imports
in that year reduced to about 11,000,000 bushels. TFollowing the
armistice, after readjostments began to be made, the Netherlands,
Italy, Denmark, and France imported gquantitles more nearly approach-
ing their pormal imports, uotil in 1919 the European net imports
agerezated 28.000,0 bushels. Tn 1920 her Imports dropped to 28.-
000,000 bushels, less than half the average imports during the three
ears lmmediately preceding the war, This decrease was due largel
o reduced importations of the United Kingdom, which importe
5.000,000 bushels less in 1920 than during the im[nus year. Most
of the other countries, however, notably Denmark, Franre, Germany,
Italy, and Sweden, all showed inereases in their 1920 hmports.

Europe is graduoally recovering her former position as a flax-import-
ing country. The best evidence of this will be found in the following

le, showing the exports of flaxseed from Argentina—the chief source
of Buropean and American flax imports—during the first seven months
of the present calendar year compared with the totals for 1920:

Eoports of flarsecd from Argentina.

with an average of 1,000,000 acres, while Uruguay, Japan, and several
European couuntries each cuoltivate from 50,000 to 100,000 acres. In
most of the European flax-growing regions the flax is raised primarily

for jts fibers. In the United States, Canada, and Argenting, as well
as in Iudu} finx is produced primarily for the seed. The area and
groduetlun n the principal flax-producing countries of the world in
821 and for a five-year period, 1909-19138, were as follows :
Area. Produetion.
Countries. % A
Vi
1909-19131 | 1021 1900-10i31 | 192
Acres, Acres., Bushels. Bushels,
Argenting. .oeueeeereneaneeana.] 8,683,000 | #3,484 000 | 31,089,000 | 242,025, 000
8,821,000 | 22,234,000 | 19,773,000 | 10,760, 000
B, 207000 ] 55 ooz ana] AN TIR 000 .. ot
2,400,000 | 1,242,000 | 19, 505,000 000
1, 636, 000 80,000 | 12,065,000 | 7,180,000
DRI | vle e Rl I AT o % T R
Total.....cceveannsasass-a| 15,261,000 ?.74B.uwl'uo.1so.un 148,107, 080

I’E» sv‘emlg:ﬁereept in & few cases where 5-year statistics were not available,
n ruary.
1Ezclusive of Russia and * Other countries.”

It will be observed from the foregoing table that the 1821 flax
acreage -in the Erlnclpnl flax-producing countries of the world was
about one-half the average acreage during the five-year period from
1909 to 1918. It will further be noted that the 19021 production, ex-
clusive of Russia and other countries not shown, was about 82
cent of the five-year pre-war average. Prior to the war the
Empire prodm about 20,000,000 bushels apnuvally, and Europe, out-
sy mow. b 160t uut Gf Xho Siscntion beanes e s e et
may no o ou cussion anse she et pro
quantities in excess of her demands. o

? -
Jan. 1 to
. Countries. 1820 Tty 31, 1021
United Kingdom fl&g‘?ﬂ %ﬂffggehé'
FIANOB. . covoranrrcnnrurareransssnrssnarnmansesncsnnnnanses] - 40,1 784, 5
Bl s e L R S G sicaa 1,684 629
RN s o inaninnns oo Ewps we v st nm s 1, 200, 163
i} A o A T S TS sag’ﬁ
vty R S > 00, 2
United BERteN .. ccco-isn it svnnnes 7,390, 005
Other cONIErIEs.. . .ounemnressminasssassnnnamsnsrassnncaceaa] Ty ldh, ] 12,240,742
= :
PG e o T VT TR e 41,352,006 | 32,530,030

From an analysis of the foregoing table it will be observed that the
exports of flaxseed from Argentina te the United Kingdom, ance,
Belgium, and Germany during the first seven months of this year ex-

sol the total exports to those counntries during the calendar year 1920,
Attention is particularly directed to the relative volume of faxseed
taken by the United Btates and the United Kingdom this year as com-
pared with a year ago.

In considering the world's trade in faxseed as a whple it is not
necessary to give any consideration to the trade in linseed oil, because
the principal prodtlclnﬁ countries e t wvery little oil, though some
countries export linseed oil crushed from imported seed. In studying
the trade of any ene country, however, it i3 well to consider the sced
equivalent of the oil

IMPORTS OF FLAXSEED INTO THE UNITED STATES.

The average annual imports of flaxseed into the United States from
1911 to 1913 were 7,207,000 bushels. In 1919 there were 14,036,000
bushels imported, while In 1920 the imports amounted to 24,641,000
bushels, al h, with the exception of 1,863,000 bushels, came
[rom tina. Bo far this year (Januvary 1 to Bepiember 30, 1921)
8,602, bushels of flaxseed have been imported into the United States,
as
Of the 8,602
trib:

t 19,301,932 bushels for the corresponding peried of 1920,
uted 5,988,686 bushels, while Canada furnished 2,370,378 buoshels,

bushels imported so far this year Arpentina con-
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the remainder (293.910 bushels) coming from other countries. The
imports of flaxseed into the United States during the past 10 years are
given in the following table:

Imports of flasseed into the United States.

Total.
From From other
Argentina. | Canada. | countries. Fiscal Calendar
year.
Bushels, | Bushels. | Bushels.
1,410, 398 383,011 | 5,002,498
2,251,083 | 3,227, 10, 409, 227
3,510,883 | 2,120,205 | 6,841,808
4,732, 416 132,726 | 5,204,206 , 530, 154
§, 647, 168 6,057 | 8,653,235 , 245, 530
9, 166, 249 6,728 |.coceveaenia] 9,248,530
: 624 | 3,447 372 151,627 |..... 14, 695, 623
8,744,705 | 4,210,197 147,012 |....ocouao..| 13,008,004
1,712,178 | 7,004,638 677,471 |. .-a| 9,394,
1918 ... oeneen...| 9,068,119 3,240,043 66,314
1010, .. ..........| 12,354,032 | 1,27, 132 403,120 |...c.nenn..] (14,036,184
1020..............| 22,778,350 | 1,637,513 225,018 | vvusescnna| 24,641,180
1921 (9 months)t..| 5,938,508 | 2,370,378 203,010 |....oouiiais , 602,

1 Preliminary.
ACREAGE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE UNITED STATES REQUIREMENTS.

Increase in the production of flaxseed in the United States may be
brought about either by increased acreage or by increased yield per
acre, or hoth, The average acreage planted to seed in the United
States during the period 1910-1920 was 1,800,000 acres, the tendency
being a gradual reduction during the decade. The average annual pro-
duction during the gerlorl was about 14,700.000 bushels, with a 7,600,000-
bushel crop in 1919, which was the smallest crop harvested gince 1879,
The average excess of imports over exports for the period, including
the seed equivalent of linseed oil, was about 11,900,000 bushels, making
our average net supply about 26,500,000 bushels. The largest supply
for any one year was in 1912, when it amounfed fo 83.000,000 bushels,
followed by 31,000.000 bushels in 1919 as a close second. The large
supply in 1912 was the result of a good crop from n large acreage,
:{ﬁl oe:jn 1019 it was due to the large import of 24,500,000 bushels of

xseed,

Acreage, production, yield per acre, and average farm fﬂoe per bushel
of flazseed in the United States, 19021921,

Average
vrodie | | e
e~ i
Year. Acreage. tion. per | (Dec.1)
acre. per
bushel.
Acres. Bushels, | Bushels. | Cents.
3,740,000 | 29,285,000 7.8 105.2
3,233,000 | 27,301,000 8.4 8.7
2,261,000 | 23,101,000 10.3 9.3
2. 535,000 | 28, 478,000 1.2 844
2,506,000 | 25, 576,000 10.2 101.3
2,861,000 | 25 851,000 9.0 95.6
2,679,000 | 25, 805, 000 0.6 118.4
2,712,000 | 25,856,000 L P
2,083,000 | 19,513,000 9.4 153.0
2,467,000 | 12, 718, 000 5.2 231.7
2, 757,000 | 18, 370, 000 7.0 182, 1
2,851,000 | 28,073,000 0.8 114.7
Wi st et S R D001 17, 453,000 7.8 119.9
1914. .. cvennnnessssnnenasnramannaansan 1,615,000 | 13, 749,000 8.4 126.0
1015 i ihinecataraenesesiansssas] 1,387,000 | 14,030,000 10.1 174.0
10IB. oo e ooes s v snmanoirnsaenennes)  1p478,000 114,206,000 9.7 248.6
1,984,000 | 9,164,000 4.8 206.6
1,010,000 | 13,359, 000 7.0 340.1
1,572,000 | 7,661,000 4.9 438.3
1,785,000 | 10,990,000 6.2 176.6
1,242,000 | 8,878,000 7.2 *162.9
1 Census returns. .
t Flgures adjusted to cens

us basis.
i Farm price Oct. 1, 1821. Price on Oct. 1, 1820 was 270.7 ceats,

The additional acreage necessary to produce an amount equal to oor
net imports of flaxseed and seed e%ulvaloat of linseed oil, based npon a
10-year avera yield per acre—7.6 bushels, 1911-1920—would have
heen 3,000, acres in 1919, when the net imports—during the fiscal

ear ending Jone 30, 1920—were aggmximntelr 24,700,000 bushels,
{‘hu reg‘%red additional acreage in 1920, when our net Imports were
16,700, bushels, computed on the above basis, would have been
2,000,000 acres. It is interesting to note in this connection that the
average ield for the United Htates in 1920 was only 6.2 bushels, so
that 2,000,000 additional acres actually planted in 1820 would not
necessarily baretgrnduced an amount e?ua to our net imports during
that year. On the other hand, it shonld be remembered that our im-
ports in 1919 and 1920 were unusually heavy—the heaviest, in fact,
on record. Based on our average net imports nrinf the past 10 years,
including the heavy Imports in 1919 and 1920, it would only have
required 1,500,000 additional acres to produce an amount equal to
our net imports.

Another fact to be kept in mind is the variation in the avemgie vield
per acre in the several States in which flaxseed is grown, The O-year
average yield in Wisconsin, for example (1911-1920), was 12.2 buoshels

r acre; Mi ta, 9.3 bushel er acre; in North Dakota, 7.5
ggshcls per acre, and in Montana, e State with the largest fax
acreage, 6.7 bushels per acre. ‘The following table shows the acreage,

roduction, and avemdge yield t acre of flaxseed In the principal
ﬂax—pmdurlng States durlng 1920, with the average yleld covering a
10-year period (1911-1920):

=

Acreage, production, and average wield per acre, 1920, and average yield,
19111920,

Produc- Average | Average

States. Ap 5 : rield per | Iy
g tion. ¥ e jmﬁflm
: Acres. RBushele. | Bushels. ' Bushels.
4T L B B e S S 9,000 9, 000 1L.0 12,2
X cetesisasasssa| 320,000 { 3,040,000 9.5 0.3
12, 000 120, 000 10.0 2.9
e 6,000 45, 000 7.5 < .0
weeesnemsssess]| - 735,000 | 3,806,000 53 | 7.5
220,000 | 2,200,000 10.0 | 83
5, 000 45,000 0.0 | 7.6
Sensesnasianaaaaaan. é}.% 1;3,% g»g g-ﬁ
T R e R e b 4000 | ' 33000 £3 85
United S{8165.....c00uveunnnn..| 1,785,000 | 10,990,000 6.2 7.6

The varlation in the average yleld raer acre in the diferent States
clearly shows how the localization or distribution of the additional flax
acreage among the several States might change the basis for an esti-
mate of this kind.

COMPARISON OF YIELD AND COST OF PRODUCTION.

In the period from 1908 to 1916, inclusive, the average yield of flax-
seed per sere wis 5.07 bushels in Russia, 5,08 bushels in British India
8.42 ushels In the United States, 9.11 bushels in Argentina, and 11.07
bushels in Canada, Unfortunately there are no comparable data as to
the cost of producing fluxseed in these countries, except in the case of
Canada, where flaxseed production is confined to the mewer farming
regions and where the methods of cultivation are substantially the
same as in the United States. The general level of prices and wages
and the methods of cultivation in the other countries are so obvlously
different as to render all comparisons in the absence of authoritative
cost data misleading and valueless,

RELATION BETWEEN PRICE AND COST OF PRODUCTION,

In considering the price necessary to obtain increased production we
must take into account the long-time average price of the crops with
which flax competes. In the Northwest flax competes with oats and
wneat. In the corn belt the competition of corn would also be a factor.
The average farm price, yleld, and value per acre of flax in the United
States, 1005-19814, compared with oats, wheat, and corn, are given in
the following table:

Average | Average | Average
price per | yleld per | value per
bughel. | acre. acre,

Ceaty. | Bushels,
e e 132.7 8.8 $i1. 83
passai i A AR s anNsdensarassanbararssanady 12.59
L B S T P Y AT T T Ll R 51.5[ 2.6 | 1£.50
1

It will be observed that the farm price of flax Is greater than that
for any of the competing crops, but the yield of flaxseed per acre is
less than the ylelds of the other crops. he average value of flaxseed

roduced per acre was greater than the value of oats but less than
he value of wheat or corn. If the cost per acre of producing each

5“.; were equal, the prices should rank as indicated in the following
able:

Relative value per acre.
Flax__ Somm=mn by )]
Oats - 90
Wheat 108
R s e e T e 124

However, the cost of production is not the same In each case. The
office of Farm Management and Farm Economics bas conducted cost of
production studies of these crops, The following table shows some of
the most important items of cost for each crop and the relative costs
per acre:

Relative cost of production per acre, flax, vats, wheat, and corn.

Yield e | Rela-

Man | Horse | o o e tive
ﬁ_ labor. | labor. Seed. | Twine. mr:?m' I:,:‘,:f total

total. £onty-:
ushels.| Ifours. | Hours, Bu.ahets.‘.f'wndr, Per cent| Per cent|

Dakota .5 56 19,5 0.5 218 40,1 2.4 | 100
Oats

Dakota)......| 33.0 5.6 7.4 20 1.9 4L 4 5.4 i
Wheat

sota) 81 8.2 2.4 1.4 2.2 329 0.5 160
Corn (corn belt).] 4.0 10.0 46.2 14 0.0 146 L1 244

1Computed by finding the per ceiit | hour of man labor was of the total cost of
pmfﬁuu on in each case and dividing the result obtained for flax by eaeh of the other
results.

sil:‘ompmt_ively little of the fax erop is bound either in North Dakots or other
tates.

It will be seen from the foregoing data that an acre of flax can be
produced more cheaply than an acre of wheat or corn, but is more ex-
pensive than oats. If the yields were the same the prices per bushel
would rank in the order of relative costs, but the yields differ. In the
following table are shown the relative prices per Lushel of flax, outs,
wheat, and corn from 1905 to 1914, with the price of flaxseed as a
basis. . The second column shows the relative prices on September 1,
1921, and the third column shows what the prices of the other products
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shonld have been to have kept the normal price relations or te have
beer: relatively as profitable as flaxseed ;

Relative | gorm | Priceson
rl;a"’“ rices | the basis
praes par t.1, [ofpre-war
oxrrg tions,

1905-1014. il
Flax. 100 165 165
Oals, 0 30 48
When 64 101 106
Corn. Sk 41 68

BUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS,

As we have already pointed out, the amount of additional acrea
necessary 1o produce the equivalent of our net imports of flaxseed would
¥ary #wecording 1o the average yield per acre selected as a basis for
the estimate, The possibility of securing this additional acreage, how-
ever, would be dependent in a large measure upon the relation between
the cost of production of flax and other farm products and the prices
recelved for them. While the gross return per acre on flaxseed Is
thau that for any of the competing crops except oats, it is a very
difficult problem to determine what price for flaxseed would be neces-
sary fo stimulate production. Bivce the flaxseed production has been
continpally declining with the pre-war relation between these crops,
it seems evident that the price of flax must be maintained relatively
higher than it was before the war. If the elements of cost change
an adjostment of the price to meet an increase in the relative cost of
prugucing flaxseed must follow.

There are also a number of other factors which should be considered
in this connection. Among these are the difficulties that would be
encouniered In obtaining and aistrihuuni the right kind of seed, in
the event it were proposed to increase the flax acreage. Then there
Is the problem of marketing flaxseed in an area which does not com-
monly grow It. While soil and climate would permit flax to be grown
in most parts of the United States, it can not be suddenly reintroduced
Into aress in which it iz not now being grown and be advantageousl
marketed. In many isolated places it could not be marketed th aﬂ{
vantage and it would, therefore, be desirable to have any additional
acreage in faxseed confined to or in groxlmlty to existing flax areas.

A still more important factor perhaps is the localization of our
linseed-0il industry aloug the eastern seaboard. The eastern mills,
far removed from the flux-producing sections of the United States,
bayve come to depend almost entirely upon Canada, Argentina, and
British India for their raw materials. More recently even the western
crughers, locafed in Minneapolis and Chicago, have begun to use Argen-
tine seed. The freight rate on flaxseed from Minneapolis and Duluth
to New York is 86§ cents per 100 pounds, er at the rate of 52 cents
per bushel. In contrast with this rate, the ocean freight rate from
Argentina to New York is from $3.30 to $4.50 a ton of 2,240 pounds.
The $4.50 rate applies to up-river ports and is at the rate of 11 cents
per bushel. In tember of last year, when large quantities of flax-
seed were belngslmported from Argentina, the freight rate was approxi-
mately 35 centz per bushel. In addition to the freight rate tgere is
an export tax payable in Argentina amounting to approximately 8
cents per bushel at the present time,

The comparative cost of production and the prevalling prices in Ar-

ntina and other foreign countries are two additional factors. While
t has not been possible to obtain any comparable data on production
costs In fom-ugl countries, the followlng comparisen of prices for flax-

{n:e;lf iﬂ, t%;g:tn: n& and Minneapoliz on certain dates in Eeptember, 1921,
Argentina. h;iu.neapous.
e R e, te| alaal

The Minneapolls
above dates. he
rate of exchange

rices represent official closing cash prices on the
rqvntlne prices are the cash prices gnmad on the
revailing on the above dates. The difference between
Argentine and Minneapolis prices is from 22} cents a bushel on
tember 1 to 57 cenis a bushel on September 15. While this is hardly
a fair comparison, it ar least serves to illustrate the spread between
Minneapolis and Argentine prices.

It does not require any extended calculations to show that American
flaxseed can not, on the basis of present production and transportation
costs in this country, compete with Argentine flaxseed which, after
Rayim; an import dufg of 30 cents a bushel, ean still be landed in
‘;:-w York more than 20 cents cheaper than from the Middle

est,

No discussion of this subject would be complete without pointin
out the danger of the largely increased production of flaxseed wit
resulting lower prices. While the United States imports flaxseed the
price in thiz country will be determined by the price in foreign markets
plus the cost of tramsportation including the tariff. A tariff which
would result In raising the price of linseed oil and paints in which it
is used above theﬂpoint #t which they ecould be exported would put this
country in a position of produeing for the home market only. Tge price
of flaxseed could then be maintained on the basis of the home demand
and supply until our production inereased to the point where a larger
market wns demanded. when we would again meet foreign competition
with the possible result of lower prices. nrtbermore, since the Unit
Stntes is at the present time a large importer, an increase in the tariff
which would uce our importations wounld ]irobabl_v result in lower-
ing the price in foreign markets {o points which would enable American
importers to buy in foreign markets in spite of the protection afforded
by the higher tariff, so that the farmer would not profit to the full
extent of the increase in the tariff rates.

Mr, LADD., Mr, President, I have a letter from one of the
linseed companies in this country, in which they state:

. We bave with us In this country at the moment our South American
representative, who advises us that growing conditions were never better
in the Argentine for a bumper crop. Last year it Is estimated

that they raised a crop which permitted an exportation of something
like 82,000,000 bushels of flaxseed. This was considerably less than
the ecrop of the previous year, from which was shipped, including carry
over, something like 54,000,000 bushels.

It 1= our representative’s opinion that if weather conditions do not
change the present favorable outlook Argentina this year can raise a
crop which will permit the exportation of over 40,000,000 bushels of
fl Indications in our own Northwest, particularly in North
Dakota, show a slight Increase in acreage, with very favorable weather
conditions, * =* ¢

With an increase of from elght to ten million bushels in the Argen-
tine and industrial conditions not improving in the United Kingdom
and the Continent, unless the flaxseed and linseced ofl tariff schedule is
corrected, we may look for congiderable recession in the price of the
coming crop of flaxseed in this country, as it Is evident from reports
that we get from the other side that the Industrial condition is not
Improving and we can expect a regetition of the competition under
which the linseed industry and the flaxseed farmer have been laboring
during the life of the emergency tariff bill.

With regard to the guestion of the rate on linseed oil. In the
CoNGrESSIONAL REecorp of May 15, on page 6962 and following
pages, 1 presented data furnished me by the mills as to the dif-
ference of cost based on the actual figures of mill production,
For instance, one of the large mills that erushed in 1921
1,274,085 bushels of flaxseed furnishes a table of costs, and on
the basis of those costs, using an average of 50 cents per bushel
coriversion here and 25 cents per bushel abroad, which latter
figure is borne out by sales prices of foreign oil here, it is
demonstrated as of March 24, 1922, that the difference in conver-
sion cost would be 3.4 cents per gallon, or approximately 3.5
cents per gallon. The same is true of Montreal, Canada, fac-
tories and other factories.

This data has been presented and may be found in full in
the CoNeressioNAL Recorp, and it clearly indicates that the
difference in the cost, the difference in exchange, and the dif-
ference in freight as compared with the ocean rate, warrant the
belief that 3.5 cents is none too great in order to protect both
the farmer and crushers from the importation of oil rather than
of flaxseed.

I wish also, while I am on my feet, to speak of the soya
bean.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. LADD. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Do I understand the Senator
has concluded his explanation of the high compensatory duty
upon lingeed oil?

Mr. LADD." I may have something further to say as I dis-
cuss the question of the soya bean.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish to know if the only
information which the Senator has obtained in reference to the
cost of production here and abroad is the information which he
has just said he received from one of the large crushers,

Mr. LADD. I received informat’on from several mills, as
indicated in the Recorp of May 15, not only in this country but
in Canada as well, and also from the data which I presented
from the Department of Agriculture.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I thought possibly the Sen-
ator in discussing the compensatory duty had overlooked the
drawback provision of this bill. I hardly think the Senator
and the committee have taken that into account?

Mr, LADD. I do not think I understand the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The drawback provisions of
this bill reduce from 40 cents per bushel to 30 cents per bushel
the High duty which will have to be levied upon imported flax-
seed, and I fear that the committee and the Senafor from North
Dakota in fixing the compensatory duty upon linseed oil have
not borne in mind that there is to be a reduction of 25 per cent
upon the duty paid upon the imported flaxseed. That, of
course, ought to reduce very materially the compensatory rate
to the linseed-oil manufacturer. I do wnot think the Senator
has had that called to his attention heretofore.

Mr, LADD, Yes; and I have the figures as to the difference
made by the drawback,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Has the Senator calculated
upon a reduction of 25 per cent in the duty upon the imported
flaxseed by reason of the drawback provision of this bill?

Mr. LADD. I am not ready to concede that the reduction
amounts to 25 cents per bushel.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator knows that
when flaxseed cake is exported, as it is exported. the duty paid
on the imported flaxseed will be refunded and that rebate will
amount to 25 per cent of the duty paid.

Mr. LADD. That is taken into consideration in these data
that I have given there, showing the drawback.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thought the Senator was
simply stating corversion costs.

Mr. LADD. All the data were summarized in the conversion
costa,
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Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts, Does the Senator dispute my
allegation that the labor cost in the erushing of flaxseed is only
2% per cent of the cost of production?

Mr. LADD. That depends on whether——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Census Bureau figures
show that.

Mr. LADD. T have here the data that were furnished last
year by the Government of the rates in 1921. In the United
States the rate for pressmen and molders was 50 cents per
honr, while in England the rates were 31 and 28 cents per
hour, respectively.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is only of consequence
if the labor item is a serious one. The letter which was read
at the desk has annexed to it a letter from an English crusher
showing what he paid his laborers who work in the crushing
factories; but the basic argument here is that the cost of labor
iz only 21 per cent of the total cost of production, so that if
there is a difference between the English Iabor cost and the
American labor cost, it ean only affect the 23 per cent of the
cost of production.

Mr. LADD. Ag stated, I want to take up at this time the
question of the soya bean.

I call attention to the fact that in Wallace's Farmer for May
19, 1922, appears an editorial article on the soya bean, in which
the growing of the soya bean is encouraged, and it says:

HSoya beans have been grown in the Corn Belt for 30 years, but until
very recently we have E;eu cautions about advising our readers to
grow them on any very extensive scale, Nine out of ten of the
varieties ag introduced from Manchuria have not been adapted to
Corn-Belt conditions. Moreover, until recently we have not known
;whw to plant, cultivate, and harvest the crop with the minimum of
abor.

- - - - - L -

Of course, the most practical way to utilize soya beans on the
average farm is to plant ithem with corn. The object of this article
however, is to urge more farmers to glve so beans a trial ag a s
and hay erop. Wherever winter wheat and corn are grown, we be-
lieve that the soya has a potential field of usefulness. * * *
We believe that In one-half of the Btate of Iowa it is worth while
to conglder introducing winter wheat and soya beans into the rota-
?on ias a substitute for oats, and perbaps also as a partial substitute

or ¢lover,

I ask that this article be published in full as part of my re-
marks.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, leave will
be granted. x
The article is as follows:
TRY B0Y BEANS.

Boy beans have been grown in the Corn BEelt for 30 years, but until
very recently we have been cautious about advising our readers to
grow them on any very extensive scale. Nine out of ten of the
varieties as introduced from Manchuria have not been adapted to Corn-
Helt conditions. Moreover, until recently we have not know how to
plant, cultivate, and harvest the crop with the minimum of labor.

During the past filve or six years soy beans have been rapidly
passing out of the experimental stage. ‘airly well adapted varieties
bave been found for every section of the Corn Belt. It has been found
that weeds can be kept down with the minimnum of labor by giving one
or two harrowings before the beans come up and then two or three
harrowings in the afternoon, when the bean plants are dry, when they
are from 3 to @ inches high. M'tga! and more grain threshermen are
learning to thresh soy beans by ucing the speed of the eylinder to
300 or 400 revolutions per minute and removing the concaves and part
of the cylinder teeth, 5

Of cowrse the most practieal way to utilize soy beans on the average
farm is to plant them with corn. The object of this article, however,
js to urge more farmers to give soy beans a trial as a seed and hay
crop,. Wherever winter wheat and corn are grown we belleve that the
goy beam has a potential field of wusefulness. In Missourl and the
southern half of Illinols they are smhstituting soy beans more and ‘more
extensively every year for oats, using a rotation of corn, soy beans,
wheat, and clover. And in case of clover failure they can double up on
the soy beans. Soy beans harvested for grain or hay in early Bep-
tember leave a stubble on which wheat may be drilled without prepara-
tion of any kind. We believe that in one-half the State of Iowa it is
worth while to consider introducing winter wheat and soy beans into
the rotation as a substitute for oats and perhaps also as a partial sub-
gtitnte for clover.

We still do not know enough about varieties and harvesting methods
of soy beans. In every community, however, are men who are willin
to lead the way and who get paid for leading the way by selling see
at a good price. We hope that those of our readers who are experi-
mentally minded and who have the least bit of time available will start
experimenting thie year with soy beans., The beans can be planted
any time during May or the first 20 days of June.

Circunlar 65 of e Jowa station at Ames, Farmers' Bulletin 973
of the United States Department of Agriculture, and Bulletin 195
of the Missouri station at Columbia, all of which may be secured free
on application, give excellent information on soy beans. We are con-
wvineed that soiv beans are & coming crop, and that 10 years from now
the acreage will be ten times as great as it is to-day.

Mr. LADD. There were imported during the past year 12.-
322,877 bushels of soy beans at a cost of $1.65 per bushel.

I have here a letter that T ecall attention to, from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, in which the writer says:

I might say that tbe soy bean hag been slowly but steadily increas-
fng in importance in America during the past 10 years. It is one of
the most preductive as regards seed production of the legumes adapted
to the temperate climates. The value of the crop for geed, pasture for

sheep and hogs, for hay, silage, soil-improving pur s, and the possi-
bilities of the seed for the production of ollgnr::l I::gl and as spfood
give the soy bean a high potential importance.

Although grown primarily for forage purposes, the production of
seed in many sections of the South and in the Corn Belt has become a
very profitable industry, especially during the past three or four years,
The large increase in acreage for seed production has led to the seek-
ing of an outlet for surplus seed. At the present time agricultural au-
thorities in Indiana, Ohlo, and Illinois have taken up the oil-crushin
proposition with several manufacturers, We are informed that severa
mills in these States have installed, or will install in the near futunre,
machinery for erushing the 1922 crop of soy-bean seed for oil and meal,
One mill in Objo at the present time is utilizing domestic-grown seed
for this purpose. i

Mr. KING. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Doesg the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. LADD. 1 do.

Mr.. KING. I was interested in the statement made by the
Senator that arrangements have been made for crushing soya
beans in Indiana and other places. Does not the Senator know
that there are more than 700 seed-crushing machines in the
United States which will crush soya beans as well as cotton
seed, and that they are employed only about half the time be-
cause of a lack of sufficient seed to ernsh?

Mr. LADD. I will also call the attention of the Senator to
the fact that the same facilities and machinery that crush cot-
ton seed and linseed are not adapted to the handling of soya
beans, I have had quite a little experience in the extraction,
having made an investigation in practically every State in the
section where soya beans are grown, and I found that the
methodg used for soya beans were quite different.

Mr, KING. I think the Senator will admit that the crush-
ing machines now in existence have handled soya beans and
have crushed them successfully and extracted the limited
amount of oil which they possess, and their owners have only
regretted that there were not more soya-bean seeds produced
s0 as to give them employment during a greater part of the year.

Mr., LADD. As I have stated—

One mill in Ohio at the pregent time is utllizing domestic-grown seed
for this purpose. Moreover, many associations, particularly in I1lii-
nois, are investigating the possibilities of community oil mills.

All indieations point to a greatly inmcreased acreage for seed produe-
tion in 1922, The latest crop estimates show the following acreaces
of seya beans for seed production: In 1919, 1920, and 1921, 155,000,
156,000, and 186.000 acres, respectively; the produced for these
years being 2,045,000, 2,278,000, and 2,815,000 bushels, respeetively,
It must be borne in mind that these fizures represent only the soya
beans grown for grain production. In some of these States growin
large acreages of the erop it has been estimated that about 90 per cen
of the crop is grown for hay, silage, pasture, and soil-improving pnr-

pu?ff't-haugh the prodoction of seed in 1921 was greater than in any
previous year some concern was felt in the large seed-preducing States
that there would be considerable nurg_l:s seed left in the hands of the
growers. From the latest reports m these States indications are
that the entire supply of seed will be required for increased acreage,
and there is a lik ood of seed shortage in several sections.

The =oya bean is one of the most important crops that can be
grown for the improvement of the soil, for the introduction of
nitrogen into the soil, and for enriching the soil for other crops.
It is perhaps as widely grown as any other crop in this country,
and under proper protection there would be a very large in-
crease, to the advantage of our people in this country.

I take just two oils, calling attention first to the soya bean:

In 1912 we imported 28,000,000 pounds of soya-bean oil. In
1019 we imported 337,000,000 pounds, an enormous inerease.

In the case of coconut oil, In 1912 we imported 32,000,000
pounds, and in 1919, 490,000,000 pounds.

From 1912 to 1919 the increase in these two oils—that is,
coconut and soya-bean oil—amounts to 767,000,000 pounds,
These are displacement oils for the cottonseed, the peanut, the
linseed, and other oils; and the soya bean could be produced in
this couniry with great advantage to the farmers, and at the
same time fornish the necessary soya-bean oil for use in this
country, if there were adequate protection.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. LADD. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. For information, I should like to
ask the Senator, who has made a considerable study of this
question, whether in this production in the Sfate of Ohio any of
the crop was utilized for indusirial purposes. Were any of the
soya beans crushed and used cominercially, outside of the for-
age crop?

Mr. LADD. This letter states that one factory in Ohio is at
the present time utilizing domestie grown seed for the purpose
of extracting the oil. I am informed that one of the large
houses in Chicago is preparing to handle the seed from Indiana
for the present year of 1922 and is putting in crushers and nec-
essary machinery to handle the seed from Indiana.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Can the Senator stafe to what ex-
tent the oil is used and what is the nature of the industry that
is using it? Is it used to any appreciable extent? What is the
production of this factory?

Mr. LADD., That I can not tell the Senator. I have not the in-
formation, except as it is furnished in this letter, T knew that
it was in existence, and knew that these arrangements were be-
ing made in Chicago for the Indiana crop. The oil itself is
used, of course, as a substitute for linseed oll: it is used in
linoleum production: it is used in soap manufacture, and vari-
otig other indusiries

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But there is no actual evidence that
this domestie oil is npow being used In any industry? :

Mr, LADD. No: for the reazon that the bean has been grown
almost wholly as a forage and soil-improvement crop thus far:
but attention has been called to the value of the crop for oil
production for a number of years, beginning with about 1912
or 1213, For example, at the North Dakota Agricultural Col-
lege many experiments were carried on each year, from that
time on up until the present time, in securing the seed and ex-
perimenting with the soya bean as produced in nearly every
State. I might say, for the Senator’s information, that the
two States that furnished the soya bean richest and best in oil
were New Jersey and Utgh.

Mr, President, I believe that the rate asked for flaxseed is
not unreasonable, It is not higher in proportion to conditions
at this time than the rate accorded under the Payne-Aldrich law.
If we are to build up in this country the industry of flax pro-
duection we must furnish adequate protection, and with regson-
able protection it will again become one of the important crops
of the Northern States,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before the Senator takes his seat,
I heard a portion of the statement of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. As I recall, he directed the attention of the Senate to
the fact that certain manufacturers of linseed oil, some 9 or 10
of them, were making enormous profits, and it is quite likely
that the farmers were not getting an adequate price for their
product or, at auy rate, were not getting a sufficient proportion
of the cost of the preduct to the consumer, Does the Senator
chullenge the accuracy of the statement made by the junior
Senator from Massachusettgs as to the enormous profits which
are made by this Linseed Oil Trust?

Mr, LADD, My, President, I will not attempt to answer that,
but I do believe that during the war there were enormous
profits made by those companies, as there were by many other
companies, In other words, there was profiteering all along
the line. I have every reason to believe they were profiteering
with the rest.

Mr. KING. TIs not this bill, as now fashioned, with the differ-
eutinl which is provided between the flax and the linseed oil,
in the interest of those profiteers?

Mr. LADD. 1 do not think so. In 1890, when the duty was
30 cents on flaxseed, it was 32 cents on the oil, and there was
then a large amount of flax grown in the country. But the fact
that Argentina is now producing the flax in enormous quanti-
ties, since the country has been opened up, much more Jcheaply
than we can produce it, and with water rates much less than
our farmers can obtain, makes it impossible for our farmers
to compete,

Mr, KING. 1Is it not true that this is a frontier crop, and
that there has been a diminution of production?

Mr. LADD. Yes. ;

Mr., KING. And whatever increase there was was under the
Underwood law., when it was practically free, or was entirely
free? :

Mr, LADD. No: under the Underwood law there was a
rap'd falling off in production. In 1912 we produced over
28.000,000 bushels., In the previous years we produced about
25,000,000 bushels, with the exception of one year, but in 1921
it was down to 8,000.000 bushels. Under the war pressure
there was some stimulation. I know that in North Dakota,
at the request of the Government the North Dakota Agricul-
tural College did everything it could to encourage the produc-
tion of flax and wheat in order to meet the demands, and in
1912 there were produced 28,000,000 bushels, in round numbers.

Then in 1913 the production was 17,000,000, in 1914 it was
9,000,000, and in 1918 it had increased again to 13,000,000
bushels, In 1919 it was 7,000,000, in round numbers, In 1920
it was 10,000,000, and in 1921 it was 8,878,000 bushels, So that
there was not an increase but a decrease.

The Senator asked whether this was not a frontier crop. It
has been a frontier crop in the past. It Lias been a crop grown
on newly broken land. Buf the reason it was not grown:-on
other Iand was because of the wilt dizease, which destroyed the
crop. As soon as the flax was from £ to 6 inches high the dis-

ease attacked it, and completely destroyed fields of it. The
farmers therefore did not attempt to grow it. But with the
production of a wilt-resistant flax grown at the present time,
which is immune from the disease, the flax is now grown, for
example, in the eastern part of North Dakota much more largely
than on the new lands of the western part of the State, and it is
coming on as a crop in Minnesota and Wisconsin.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the matter under discussion is
flaxseed oil, but the Senator from North Dakota has directed
attention to soya-bean oil, and just for a monient I want to
detain the Senate.

A study of the facts shows that under the emergency tariff
law the import of soya beans has been very small, No beans
have been crushed for oil in the United States since 1918, and
through 1921. The oil, as stated by the Senator, is imported in
the crude form and refined in the United States, and is used
largely in the soap industry.

A few days ago the Senator made a speech in which he
referred to cerfain vegetable oils, and I am in receipt of a
communication which I desire to read, in view of the Sena-
tor's statement to-day, hecause I think it explains one part
of the Senator’s address which he did noft fully amplify. and
from which misapprehensions or deductions may be drawn
which perhaps the Senator did not intend to be drawn.

The writer of the letter states as follows:

‘We note in some recent remarks of the Hon, E. F. Lipbp, Senator
from North Dakota, that he has made, as reported in the Coxgnris-
SIONAL Recorp, statements relating to foreign vegetable oils (dutles
on which we are nctively opposing for reasons set forth in detail in
the remarks of our s E‘t‘fil! commi%tee printed on pages 5162 to 5173,
inelusive, in the tariff hearings) which require correction.

On page 6962, CoxGrESSIONAL RECORD 3? May 15, 1922, Senator Lapp
states “ Our excess of importation for vegetable ofls above exports
amou;.lst._annuall,\' for the same period (1914-1920) to 202.3157.000
pounds.

May I add, in parentheses, that the Senator has repeated
practically the same statements during his remarks to-day.

The imported vegetable oils to which SBenator LApp refers are cotton-
seed oil, soya-bean oil, peanut oil, and coconut oil.

We desire to point out how entirely erroneous and misleading such
?t!fltem::]!ls as thosze of Senator LApp might be to those not properly
nformed.

By those acquainted with the inseparable market relationship of
edible oils and fats of both vegetable and animal origin the mistake
would never be made of endeavoring to compare imports of the four
named vegetable oils with exports of edible vegetable olls,

Anir comparison of imports with exports of edible domvesiic oils
and fats, of which cottonseed oil is second most important, is mean-
ingless unleas it includes the edible animal fats and oils, such az hog
lard, oleo oil, neutral lard, and oleo stearin.

The combined domestic production of edlble fats and olls of animal
and vegetable urigln. exclusive of butter, is 3,600,000,000 pounds per
annum, Apy tariff dizcuszion must consider this great figure in the
aggregate,

To discuss domestic edible oils and fats without including the
edible animal fats and oills would be tantamount to discussing the
currency system and veferring only to the silver thereof, without
reference to the gold and other kinds of currency.

It is no more logical to compare the imports of foreign vegetable
olls with the exports of cottonseed oil than it would be to compare
the latter with the imports of automobiles. Cottonseed oil is an edible
ofl and the lmported oils are largel{ used for industrial purposes in
this ecountry, although in Furope the tendency to utilize them in
edlble products to the execlusion of our cottonseed oil has about de-
stroyed all of our export business, owing to the exclusive monopoly of
foreign vegetable oils Europe has enjoyed since the passage of the
emergency tariff.

In order that you may have complete information on this subject,
we attach hereto a sheet carrying detafled ficures relating to the
period between 1914-1020, to which Benator Lapp referred.

I ask to have the statement referred to printed in the Recorp,
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Table showing cxports of edibln fats and oils from United States for
the seven years from 191§ to 1920, inclusive, and imports of these fats
and oils for industrial and to a limited extent for edible usage.

Item. Imports. Exports.

> Pounids. [ Povnds.
O BT e e e S S RO R e e 5,610, 652, T4l
Cottonseed oil. ... N 113, 734,372 | 1,379, 000,000
Lard substitutes...... R | 427, 339, 585
Oleomargarine............ “s 67, 306, 166
8000150 A L v-] 530, 681, 383
Neutral lard... L= s 146, 377, 070
Cormgll..osenees 65, M2, 348
Stearin (animal). 16, 830, 137 90, 345, 100
Peanut oil..... 374, 345, 945 | 6, 513, 000
Soya bean oil.. 1,088, 231, 531 | 98, 085, 000

Coconut oil of n 502, 006, 802 150, 640, 000

L e B 2sm,m.s‘nl 6, 552, 334, 283

Coconut oil coming from the Philigpmes and coconut oil made from
Philippine copra 1s not included In the above table because this move-
ment is equivalent merely to a shipment from one Pnrt of the Unilted
Btates to another, Buch coconut oll and copra would never be subject
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to a doty and will therefore have to be treated strictly as American
production when matters in relation to the tariff are under discussion.

Total exports of American edible oils and fats for the seven years
exceeded imports bgog.'rso...ua.mn pounds, or an a g
of exports of 540,000,000 nds.

A most significant fact that the highest prices ever obtained for
cottonseed oil in the history of the cotton-oil industry were obtained
in the years when the importations of foreign oils were heaviest. In
the year 1918, third in imﬁrt&ncs of imports, and following on 1917
and 1918, greater still in ports, crude cotton oil rea the peak
price of 25 cenis per pound,

Price deflation when it came was not caused by rtations of for-
eign oils but by the same conditions which caused the sglump in the
price of cotton, hogs, corn, wheat, hides, and all other agricultural
ﬁ?’?“ﬁéa Importations of forelgn vegetable oils had them greatly

min .

The period from 1914 to 1920 is, of course, not comparable with what
has gone before or will come after. Imports were larger then than
they could ever be under normal conditions because our country was
supplying Burope with munitions of war and was itself at war. Vege-
table oils were one of the most valuable items in the production of
munitions of war.

A el o e el g eble Of Thmarie Snd rEports bor the
o O e Tollow
igdl?i,glfnl year 1920, the la:tg complete year available before tariff
restrictions interfered with importation.
For the year 1920,
Combined imports of olls and fats listed In table above
and also exclusive of Phlll.?pine production__ . __
Combined exports of hog lard, cottonseed ofl, oleo oil,
ete., as listed above.
Excess of exports over imports for the year 1920 ____

Mr, KING. The statement shows no lard imports, but exports
of 3.610,602,741 pounds; of cottonseed oil there was imported
13,784,372 pounds, and the exports were 1,379,000,000 pounds. No
lard substitutes were imported, but our exports were more than
427,000,000 pounds. 'There was no oleomargarine imported, but
our exports were more than 67,000,000 pounds. There was no
oleo oil imported, but our exports were more than 530.000.000
pounds. Of neutral lard there were no imports, but 146,000,000
pounds of exports, Of corn oil there were no imports, but more
than 65 000,000 pounds of exports. Of stearin (animal) there
were 16,000,000 pounds of imports, but 90,000,000 pounds of
exports. Of peanut oil there were 374,000,000 pounds im-
ported and 6.513.000 pounds exported. Of soya-bean oil there
were 1,088,000,000 pounds imported and 98,000,000 pounds ex-
ported in that form. That would be the reexports; that is, in
the original form. Of coconut oil of non-Philippine origin there
were 502,000,000 pounds imported and 159,000,000 pounds ex-
ported. Of coconut oil expressed from copra of non-Philippine
origin there were 705,000,000 pounds imported. So that the
imperts were 2,800,000.000 pounds, and for the same period the
exports were more than 6,500.000,000 pounds.

The total exports of American edible oils and fats for the
seven years exceeded imports by 3,782,145908 pounds, or an
average annual excess of exports over imports of more than
540,000,000 pounds.

This report says: ; .

The period from 1914 to 1920 is, of course, not comparable with
what has gone before or will come after. Imporis were larger thenm
than they could ever be under normal conditions, because our country
was supplylng Europe with munitions of war and was itself at war.
Vegetable ofls were one of the most valuable items in the production
of munitions of war.

For the year 1920 I find that the combined imports of oils and
fats listed in the table above, also exclusive of Philippine pro-
duction, amounted to 398,712,408 pounds, but the exports of
hog lard, cottonseed oil, oleo oil, and so forth, as listed above,
amounted to more than 1,043,000,000 pounds, I therefore think
that the writer very justly complains of the statement of the
Senator from North Dakota, because if you speak of imports
and exports of vegetable oils omnly, without considering their
interchangeability with animal fats, yon must necessarily leave
an incorrect impression in the mind of the auditor, when we take
into account that the vegetable oils serve the place of animal
fats, and vice versa; and when you take into account the fact,
to use the Senator’s expression, which I do not quite admit is
accurate, that there are displacements, you must take into
account the faet that if a displacement occurs it merely fur-
nishes opportunity to fill the void or the vacancy by some other
suitable product, and thus increase our exports. For instance,
if we import soya-bean oil, or other low-grade vegetable oils,
which we do not see fit to use for edible purposes because of
their inferiority measured by the American product, the Ameri-
ean cottonseed oil for instance, it simply means that those oils
are wsed for industrial purposes instead, perhaps, of some of
the higher grade American oils, and thus the higher grade
American vegetable oils find a better market at better prices
in European countries.

If the soya-bean oil and other low-grade vegetable oils pro-
duced in the Orient are not brought here and refined or used
for industrial purposes they are absorbed readily by European
buyers, we not being in competition if we have a high tariff, in

annuoal

Pounds.
308, 712, 408

1, 043, 423, 732
044, T11, 524

consequence of which the American expert market ig to that
degree impaired, and BEuropeans who are so greatly in need of
edible fats will be compelled perhaps to use for edible purposes
inferior grades of oil, which they would ordinarily use for indus-
trial purposes, and thus take the place of our edible oil and to
that extent diminish our edible exports.

The Senator, it seems to me, in the position which he is tak-
ing is advocating a policy which is injurious not enly to the
more than 700 companies engaged in the crushing of seeds, whe
have more than $200,000,000 invested, who have more than
32,000 employees, but is injurions to the farmers who grow the
cotton seed and other vegetable products, the oils of which con-
stitute a part of the edible products of the United States as well
as of foreign countries.

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I can hardly agree with the
statement of the Senator. I am fairly familiar with the
letter' he read and the source of his information and the pur-
pose of it. If we produced soya-bean oil in this country it
would be identically the same as the soya-bean oil produced
from the soya beans grown in Manchuria. As long as we are
using in this country 337,000,000 pounds of soya-bean oil in
a single year, as we did in 1919, after the war, as against only
28,000,000 pounds in 1912, it would seem to indicate that
much more of our home-produced oils—our cottonseed, peanut,
and linseed oils—have been displaced and this other oil has
taken its place in the manufactures.

I was not comparing the animal oils. I shall compare those
when we come to that question. I was, rather, dealing with the
question of vegetable oils as they occur. The same is true of
coconut oil. Four hundred and ninety million pounds of coco-
nut oil in 1919 took the place of that much American oil that
might have been produced by the American farmers.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I want to ask the
Senator a question. He referred to the year 1919 as the high-
water mark of importation of soya-bean oil. As I undersiand
it, the emergency tariff act placed a duty of 2 cents a pound cn
soya-bean oil, did it not?

Mr. LADD. Yes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What has been the importation
since that duty was placed upon soya-bean oil?

Mr. LADD. For the three months following the enactment
of the emergency tariff law, and that is the only data I have, it
was 2,054,000 pounds. That was for the three monihs follow-
ing the enactment of the emergency tariff law, Since that time
I have no data.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Then for three months It was a
little over 2,000,000 pounds, as against 195,000,000 pounds in the
year 1019. Wonld it not seem to indicate, I ask the Senator
from North Dakota, that the duty of 2 cents on this oil, which
i3 not produced in this country, had diverted that oil to other
markets?

Mr. LADD. Yes, Mr. President, but at the same time we
are still importing of the foreign oil to take the place of the
oils produced in this country, and instead of importing olls I
would use the products produced by the American farmwer,
North, South, and West.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I want to take a falr view of the
question. If an indusiry could be ereated that would supply
the domestic market and not interfere with the tremendous
business that the farmer has in edible fats, I would be willing
to support a tariff for that purpese. Buf has the duty in any
way encouraged the production of soya-bean oil or any increased
planting of soya beans for the purpose of its use in commererinl
lines?

Mr. LADD. It is true that for the first time Ohio has now
taken the lead and is operating a factory. In Chicago they have
made preparations to handle the 1922 erop. and this has all
come about under our tariff. For 28 years, or, as the Secretary.
of Agriculture said, for 30 years, we have been experimenting
and have only reached a stage where we have begun to en-
courage production in this country. \

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But the Senator has not assured
me that the amount of production has increased here. He has
not given me any figures fo show that this tremendous con-
snmption of imported oil, utilized in the industries, can be
supplied by our domestic productive area. It is only a small
portion and, therefore, unless the farmer can produce in quan-
tity sufficient to meet the needs of the industries and also to
supply the refining industry of this country which utilizes the
soya-bean oil for rerefining purposes and export, it would seem
as if it was a direct tax until we could produce it in this
country in sufficient quantities to meet the demand.

Mr. GOODING, Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
from New Jersey if he thinks we will ever produce soya beans
unless we give them proper protection? The fact is that they
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are grown in almost every State in the Union. They are one
of the most important fertilizer crops that we grow. There is
no question about growing enough to supply this country, and
the whole world, so far as that is concerned. There is not a
State in the Union in which they ean not be grown, buf they
cau not be grown and never will be grown by America until
they are properly protected.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN, I am ready to answer the Senator,
He asks a perfectly reasonable and falr question. No; I do not
believe soya beans will ever be grown in this country. Soya
beans are at the present time used for forage pu and will
continue to be used for forage purposes. I do mot believe that
the farmers of the West will ever find it profitable, even with
the 4-cent duty, to grow a sufficient crop to supply the domestic
market. More than that, if that is done it will retlaim the
present tremendous export market that we have and it will de-
prive the fermer himself of his outlet for his edible hog lard
and other produncts, because while that transition is going on it
will drive these vegetable oils into the European marketf, and
there they will meet the farmer of the West with his hog lard
and the farmer of the South with his cottonseed oil.

I am perfectly willing to go to a certain length, as the bill pro-
vides, and to put a duty upon the vegetable olls where they
grow in edible gquantity. That is what the committee did. But
I am unwilling to put a tax of millions of dollars upon the in-
dustries of the country and at the same time to deprive the
farmer himself of his export market. I am a protectionist, but
I do not believe in this case as does the Senator from Idaho,
who is alse .a good protectionist. I want to go along with him
in his policy of protection, but I do not believe that the optimism
which he has for this preduct will ever be r

Mr, GOODING, The Senator goes along very nicely as long
as it does not interfere with some manufacturing concern over
in New Jersey, There he stops all the time,

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. That is manifestly unfair, and the
Senator knows it. 1 have voted, religiously and consistently,
for the duties on the farm produets of the West; but when I
gee a duty placed upon a product that I do not believe will be
manufactured here, which will simply be a tax, I can not.go
along with the Senator. I ask the Senator if he believes that
any of the duties which have been imposed upon the industries
of the Bast have been unfair, and which he is unwilling to sup-
port? I am supporting this proposition and I am supporting the
committee proposition.

Mr, GOODING. Mr. President, I want a spirit of fairness
all the way round. That is all I am asking. The people who
are asking for soya-bean oil to be placed on the free list are
none other than the soap people of the country. The purpose,
if the Senator will permit me, is to bring in soya beans with
practically no duty at all upon them and beat down the prices
of the American vegetable oils and soya beans and soya-bean
¢il in this country. That is the purpose. ;

I happened to be present when Mr. Heldman was presenting
his testimony in the interest of a duty on soya beans, when
he told the story of the production of soya beans in Manchuria,
where, after the crop is harvested, it is hauled to the seaport
from 150 to 200 miles distant. The natives start out with a few
sacks of soya beans on a wooden eart with wooden axles, with
a driver and a greaser, and they proceed to the seaport to sell
their soya beans. When they reach a tavern at might, the
droppings from the horses pay for the lodging of the driver
and the attendant, That is the condition, if you please, which
the American farmer is forced to compete with, as evidenced
by the natives in Manchuria growing soya beans. Of course
we will nof grow soya beans in America as long as we have
to meet that condition under free trade. We will only grow
themn when we get a proper protection, and that is all we are
asking for in this instance,

Mr. McCUMBER. Where did the hired man carry his wages?

Mr. GOODING. I do not know whether he had a safe along
with him for that purpose or not, and he did not have to stop
in a hotel in America overnight or it would have taken all
the soya beans that he could carry to market to pay his hotel
bill.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, President, T have heard before
this argument regarding the soap manufacturer utilizing the
soya bean and vegetable oils. It is true that he does, It is
also true that he purchases large quantities of the farmer’s
products. It {s also true that he asks for a moderate pro-
tection on certain of his products. But I venture to say that
the most important of the soap maker’s buginess in the United
States is his export business, and that he very little cares about
the duty on the lower-cost products of laundry soap. I venture
to say he would be willing to have it removed. But he is con-
cerned with the cost of his raw material. I know that if

Btates every ﬂrmr free of tariff charges several

there is a duty placed upon those raw materials which are not
produced here, it increases the cost of production or affects his
export trade, because Europe can buy those raw materials and
meet his product in this market with free raw materials on
which he pays a duty.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I realize that in reexporting
the soap mnkers will get their duty refunded, of course, so it
will not interfere with the soap makers in their export trade at
all. There is a general provision in the bill which takes care
of tﬂl;:t matter., There is a general provision of the bill relative
to ) o

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. President, whenever it be-
comes necessary for a manufacturer to go to a customhouse in
order to get a refund, it necessitates an increased overhead
charge, and every transaction of that character increases the
cost of production. That is the reason why the provision for a
refund, or a drawback, as it is ealled, is not attractive so far
as this immediate guestion is concerned. I desire to say to the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Goonixe] that the point is this: This
duty has been placed upon this eommodity in the hope that
under the provisions of the pending bill the western farmer
may raise soya beans and that some one will build factories in
which they may be crushed. That js a hope which, in Iy
opinion, is not to be realized, because other crops are more
profitable than are soya beans., If America is not to be an
outlet for vegetable oils, it simply means that Euvrope will be,
and the result will be to back up the production of 750,000
barrels, I think it is, of cottonseed oil that is exported. I am a
protectionist; I wish to protect every industry that may be
fostered in this country; but when the imposition of a duty
would affect the farmers so seriously, I do not believe in such
imposition.

Mr. GOODING. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I refuse to yield further. The
Senator from Idaho may make his speech after I shall have
concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
declines to yield further,

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr, President, the complaint of the
milk producers, the dairy farmers of the country, who came
before the Committee on Finance was that these vegetable oils
were largely used in food products, and for that reason they
wanted a tariff against adulterations such as filled milk and
butter substitutes. In the Committee on Finance I supported
that policy, and a duty was imposed, although such action is
in face of the experience of three months of the emergency
tariff law which shows that our imports have dropped pra
tically to a negligible quantity. I took the position, however,
that where vegetable oils went into the industry throughout the
country and were not produced here the imposition of a duty
on them inereased the cost of consumption, and, therefore, that
we should not impose a duty. That is the position of the com-
mittee and that is the position I am defending. T do not believe
it is either wise or practicable or that it will help the farmer
one iota to impose this proposed duty withont the bonding pro-
vision on these vegetable oils. I repeat, I am defending the
committee’s position. 1 believe that if the duty be imposed
without the bonding provision it will seriously affect the market
for the farmers’ edible products, such as hog lard and cotton-
seed oll,

I still forther believe—and I have believed all along—that,
as to the vegetable oils which are produced only in foreign
conntries it would be better that they should be admitted free
of duty.

Mr, LADD. Under date of May 19, 1022, Wallace's Farmer
has an editorial, of which T merely desire to read a few words
as follows:

It is more Important that there be a tariff of 2 or 3 cents a pound
on those tropical fats and oiis that are used for nomedible or soup
purposes than that there be a tariff of 8 or 4 cents a pound on the
edible fats and olis.

The editorial further on says:

Such a tariff will be & very real henefit to the farmers of the cotton
South, the Corn Belt, and the cattle ountry of the West.

1 ask that the editorial may be printed in the LREcorp,

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withont objection, that order
will be made, :

The editorial is as follows:

PUT A TARIFF OX THROPICAL OILS USED FOR SOAP.

The Senate tariff bill which is now up for discussidh provides for a
tariff of 8 to 4 cents a pound on such wvegetable olls as coconut oil,
soy-bean oil, ete. It is provided, however, that in case these olls are
used for the making of soap, or other nonedible purposes, that they
can come in free, bis means that we shall import into the United
hundred million pounds

and soy-bean oil—or two or three times as much as we

of coconut o
‘During the war, when

imported of these oils orevious to the war.
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Germany, England, and Holland lost their grip on the cheap tropical
oil trade of the Orient, the American soap manufacturers stepped in.
And now they are using about threea times as much coeonut oil and
soy-bean oil in the manufacture of soap as they did before the war.
The coconut oil and soy-bean oil is being substituted in soap manufac-
ture rcitl' h?m&g‘a‘own oils and fats, such as tallow, lard, cottonseed oil,
corn oil, ete,

The United States can produce her own fats. We don't want to
make the mistake of Germany and build up an agriculture which in
time of war can not be rapidly modified to furnish our full supplies of
fats at home. Our soap manufacturers should be taught again to de-
pend as largely on the fats and oils coming from American farms as
they did before the war.

It is more important that there be a tariff of 2 or 8 cents a pound
on those tropical fats and oils that are used for nonedible or soap
purposes than that there be a tariff of 8 or 4 cents a pound on the
edible fats and oils. As a matter of fact, there is enough coconut oil
coming in free from the Philippine Islands every year to supply the
demand for edible fats and oils. Even more important than the tariff
on hides is the tariff on tropical oils used for soap purposes. Such a
tariff will be a very real benefit to the farmers of the cotton South,
the Corn Belt, and the cattle country of the West,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, we are climbing this soya
bean hill, but it seems to have been soaped down before we got
fo it; so I hope we shall go back and consider the matter on
which we are to vote, I hope, in a very short time. Before
doing so, however, I wish to correct an error which I think
was made by the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
Warsu] in arriving at the conclusion that the crushers of
flaxseed, the manufacturers of linseed oil, after having sold
and exported the linseed cake and meal would receive prae-
tically a rebate of 10 cents, which would reduce the duty paid
by them to 30 cents instead of 40 cents. In arriving at that
conclusion the Senator from Massachusetts, of course, has to
assume that the erushers export every pound of the meal and
of the by-products from their mills, As a matter of fact, I
understand they do not export more than about 45 per cent,
as shown in the last four or five years by the figures of our
exportations. Therefore, the rebate the crushers would get
would only have been upon above 45 per cent of their product.
Even if it were 50 per cent, the rebate would only be half of
what the Senator from Massachusetts hag assumed it would be,
and would amount to about only 5 cents per bushel instead of
10 cents per bushel.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. My authority for the state-
ment is the brief of Spencer Kellogg & Sons, who are one of
the importing flaxseed crushers. They state plainly in the be-
ginning of their brief that these drawbacks on the exportation
of linseed cake, on which there is no duty itself, amounted to
61 cents rebate on each bushel of flaxseed which they im-
ported, and which would be equal to 25 per cent of the duty
which they paid when importing the flaxseed.
® My, McCUMBER. That is all right, but the Senator will
gee that if the manufacturers of linseed oil only exported
about 45 per cent of what they have imported, they could get
a rebate not on the whole but only on the 45 per cent; and
the 45 per cent would be 4} cents per bushel instead of 10
cents per bushel, the estimate as made by the Senator from
Massachusetts. I simply wish to make that correction. The
Senator's figures would be accurate if all of the product were
exported and if the manufacturers received the full hundred
per cent; but they receive only 99 per cent, and they receive
that on about 45 per cent of the importations and not upon 100
per cent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Of course, the figures I gave
were based upon the exportations under the Underwood law,
under which no drawback was allowed; in fact, there has been
no drawback since the Payne-Aldrich law. Of course, all of
the flaxseed cake has not been exported, but the right to ex-
port it exists, and the greater the quantity which is exported
the larger would be the drawback, and it is possible on pre-
vious estimates that it might reach 25 per cent.

Mr., President, I have waited patiently to hear some explana-
tion for this very high compensatory duty, a duty of 361 cents
upon a bushel of flaxseed when converted into oil, but I have
not heard any explanation, and I can not let this debate close
without again protesting against such a tremendous subsidy
to the flaxseed crushers of the country.

Let me repeat the figures very briefly. The crushers’ sub-
gidy under the Underwood law was 5 cents; the crushers’ sub-
gidy under the Payne-Aldrich law was 19 cents; the crushers’
subsidy under the House provisions of this bill is 29 cents,
and the Senate amendment makes the crushers’ subsidy 361
cents per bushel of flaxseed. It is indefensible.

Either the Underwood law did them a tremendous injustice,
the Payne-Aldrich law did them an injustice, and the House
provision did them an injustice, or we are giving the crushers
a gift, a subsidy of 36} cents, that is not warranted or justified
by the facts. The farmer gets only 30 cents a bushel, while the

crushers get 861 cents for simply crushing the seed into oil, and
the public must pay 664 cents per bushel increased price for
flaxseed when purchased as linseed oil. This is one of the
worst provisions of the peunding bill. It can not be justified.
It involves an increase from 5 cents under the present law to
361 cents, an increase of nearly 700 per cent. g

I am frank enough to say that under the emergency tariff
the crushers were not treated fairly, for there was no provi-
sion made to give them an increased compensatory duty, the
emergency tariff act merely increasing the duty upon flaxseed
and not increasing the duty to the erushers. I am willing to
be fair to them, but I can not see how any Senator in this
Chamber can justify taxing the American people 364 cents per
bﬂshel simply for the process of crushing flaxseed into linseed
oil.

I am going to repeat the figures before the vote is taken. The
farmers will get out of this protection $3.600,000, if this duty
shall be reflected in increased prices to the farmer. The Gov-
ernment will get $4,200,000 revenue on the importations, and
the crushers, after paying the farmers their $3,600.000 and the
Government its $4,200,000, will put in their pockets $9,500,000.
Senators talk about protecting the farmers, and yet you give
the farmers $3,600,000 and give the crushers $9,500.000, and
the thousands and tens of thousands of farmers and other con-
sumers will be compelled to pay the subsidy given to the
crushers,

The cost of labor in the linseed crushing mills of this coun-
try is only 2% per cent of the cost of production. The duty
proposed is a gift, pure and simple, and every paint manufac-
turer and user of paint in this country, and every manufac-
turer of other products in which linseed oil is used. know that
to be the fact. As the Senator from New Jersey said, their
attitude is not =0 much on account of the business they do in
America, where possibly they ean obtain increased prices, but
they know that their export business—and our manufacturers
of paint and linolenm and oilcloth are doing a very extensive
export business—when these rates are pyramided on the fin-
ished product will make prices prohibitive for export pur-
poses.

Now, I am going merely to quote a few sentences from lelters
addressed to me from the erushers of other oil seeds, and each
of them says that there is absolutely no need of a protective
duty upon these vegetable oils. A compensatory duty may be
necessary by reason of the duties levied upon the raw product,
but they do not want protection and they do not need it, be-
cause there is practically no difference—little difference, if
any—between the cost of crushing abroad and in this country.

The first letter that I have is from Aspegren & Co., of New
York. The writer states:

I am interested in a great many mills in the South, and I have prac-
tically all my money invested in same, which I mention so that you can
realize the importance of the sub;ect to me. The mills I am interested
i%'n“-:ge located in Virginia, Louisiana, North Carolina, Georgia, and

I am not familiar with the linseed oil, castor oil, and rapeseed oil
business, but T am fully familinr with the cottonseed oil, soya-bean oil,
peanut oil, and coconut-oil crushing.

The cost of crushing oil seeds abroad and in the United Btates is a
comparatively small one, the Bureau of Census, I believe, giving the
cost at from 2} to 4 per cent of the value of the groduct. It is there-

fore a negiligible factor, and we have g0 many other advantages that
we can easily offset the small difference in cost.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. 1 do.

Mr. BROUSSARD. From whom ig this letter?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That letter is from Aspegren
& Co., of New York, and is signed by John Aspegren, president
of the company.

Another letter I have is from the French Oil Mill Machinery
Co., who are cottonseed crushers, located at Pigqua, Ohio:

We are in receipt of your favor of the 13th in reference to the rela-
tive difficulty in ecrushing linseed, cotton seed, anq copra. There is
no great difficulty in crushing either material. The method of prepa-
ration is considerably different. Cotton seed is the most complicated,
requiring not only the cleaning of the seed but also the linting and
separating of the hulls from the meats.

And there is a lower duty upon cottonseed oil than there is
upon linseed oil, though the process is much more difficult and
much mmore expensive.

With either linseed or copra it is simply a cleaning process prepara-
tory for the erushing, and the linting and hulling operations are not
required.

Another letter from Mr. Albert G. Khhn, of Little Rock, Ark,,
Eays.

The American vegetable crude-oil mills do not need to be subsidized
by a tariff in order to operate sumssfn]l‘y. In faet, these mills have
no direet concern in a tariff. The function which they perform is a
manufacturing one, They are presumed to buy their raw materials,
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erush them, and sell the manufactured products at a margin sufficient
to reimburse them for their service. You will therefore see that they
are only interested in maintaining this mar, or toll. What argu-
ments hayve recently been made in favor of a farill by some cottonseed-
oil mill operators are Hresumubiy in the interest of the American
farmer or producer of oil-bearing materials.

I personally think that even from the farmer’s point of view, uom
as we bi;n.w.-ban exportable surplus of American edible fats, a
would a boomer: ‘.

Yours very truly, A. G. EAEN.

Another letter from the South Texas Cotton Oil Co., of Hous-
ton, Tex,:

Answering question in your letter of 27, I do mot belleve Amerl-
can vegetable-oil mills need to be subsidized by a tariff in erder to
operate successfully, if for no other reason than that the indu.stﬁhhas
grown to Its present size and importance in the United States without
any tariff.

Another letter from the Palestine Oil & Manufacturing Co.,
of Palestine, Tex.:

Without golng into any exhaustive argument, I will answer the sec-
end aragrgph %t your letter by stating most ’emphad that I do
not Szink American vegetable-oil mills need to be subsidize a tariff
in order to operate successfully. On the other hand, I e the
Fordney-MeCumber tariff bill will work a hardship on not only our in-
dustry but all industries Sro-t:ud.ng edible fats, inclwdlnﬁ manufae-
torers of finished edible products, the cotton raiser, the ecattle and hog
raisers, and I might say the soap industry,

Another letter, which I will not take the time to read, from
the American Cotton Oil Co., of New York, is to the same effect.
I ask unanimous consent to have it printed as a part of my
remarks:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be
s0 ordered.

The letter referred to is as follows:

Tae AMERICAN Corrox O Co,
New York, Moy 31, 1922,

Hon. Davip I. WALSH,
United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C. R

My Dmar Sexator: I beg to acknowledge your letter o
reguesting information as to our views t:curn.n::eﬂmzlfi the necessity of tarif
protection for the American oilseeds-crushing industry.

In reply we beg to advise that the operation of crushing oilseeds and
oleaginous materials is a comparatively simple process of separating
the oll content of oilseeds and eleaginous mater from the fbrous
content, which operation is almost entirely a mechanical one.

The American cottonseed-oil industry, which is now cam;;wed of over
700 mills, has been built up without any tariff protection, and the
copra~crushing indus in United States has also been built u
without any tariff protection, The labor cost in crushing cotton
is approxinrately 4 per cent of the value of the finished ;;;oduct, and
cona?gerlng the comparatively small factor of labor eost it Is clear that
if the forei labor cost was only 50 per cent of the American cost
that the difference in the cost of crushimg ocilseeds here and sbroad
would not exceed 2 per cent of the value of the finished products.
However, when oil s are crushed in the United States a great ad-
vantage is gained, because of the fact that the shipment of these oils
from foreign oil mills entalls considerable loss in leakage as compared
with no loss when the oil is transported to the United States in the
form of seed.

The American industry, on account of its ecomomical facllities for
distribution, alse enjoys further advantages, the sum total of whi in
our opinion, more than offsets the smrall difference which may exiat
between the labor cost in foreiﬁn mills and the labor cost In American
mills,. We own 24 cottonseed oil mills, scattered throughout the cotton-
growing States, and these mills have always been opersted by us with-
out any tariff protection whatever. There has been no change in the
world situation which would now cause us to advocate tariff protection
for American vegetable oil mills, as we believe they are in a position
to compete with foreign vegetable oil mills.

If T can be of any further assistance I shall be very glad to have youn

advise me.
Respectfull; ours, W. J. Cassapy,
e 4 Vice President.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts.: Mr. President, these letters
show that the difference in the cost of crushing abroad and in
this country is very insignificant. They show that the labor
cost is a very insignificant item in the total cost of production,
and they show that this compensatory duty of 36} cents per
bushel upon the linseed o¢il in a bushel of flaxseed can not be
justified, can not be defended; and I say it is an outrage to
tax the Ameriean people 664 cents on every bushel of flaxseed
when they purchase it as linseed oil.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do.

Mr. BROUSSARD. May I inquire of the Senator whether
he has read all of the letters from the crushing companies?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have read only part of
them; only the portion that refers to the difference in cost.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Has the Senator any letiers from soap
manufacturers?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have letters from soap
mapufacturers, yes; but I have not read them, because I have
myself been interested in only one item in this paragraph—
flaxseed and linseed oil. The Senator frem Utah [Mr. Kixg]
has charge of the other items, so I have confined my discussion
entirely to flaxseed; and, as the Senator kmows, linseed oil is

not used in making soap. Some of the other vegetable oils are
used in soap making.

Mr. BROUSSARD. I wasled to ask the question on account
of the fact that the Senator read letters only from cottonseed
crushers.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Simply to learn from them
what I had-.been informed of, and I wanted to have it con-
firmed, that the most expensive seed to crush is the cotton
seed. I think the Senator will agree with me in that; and yet
the rate here on cottonseed oil is less than on linseed oil, which
is made by a very much simpler process, does not require nearly
as much expense, and the labor item is very much less; and yet
here the rate is higher than the rate upon cottonseed oil.

Mr. President, I want to be fair about this. I consider this
duty one of the most outrageous in the whole agricultural
schedule. I think it is the most indefensible. I think it is an
outrage to burden the industries of this country and the con-
sumers who must use linseed oil with this excessive duty.

I do not think it can be defended, and I think the committee
ought not to give such a high compensatory duty to 14 crushers
who have been under indictment for violating the laws of the
land and seeking to control prices, and who will be the bene-
ficiaries of this inecreased protective tariff duty. It seems to
me that there is absolutely no justification for this increased
duty to the crushers.

I have not said much about flaxseed. I do not think it is of
nearly so much importance as the duty given to the crushers.
Let the farmers know that when they vote for this duty for the
crushers they vote about 80 cents protection to themselves and
66 cents protection to the crushers who crush the seed into oil.
It can not be justified.

Mr, President, I ask permission to have printed at the end of
my remarks a table showing the differentials between duties
on linseed ofl and flaxseed in various tariff acts.

There being no objection, the table referred to was ordered to
be printed in the Recorn, as follows:

Table showing differentials between duties on linseed oil and flarseed in
\ various tariff acis.

Sennlt.'gl rate (H. R. 7456) : Cent per bushel,

AX: 40 cents per bushel (less drawback on ecake) —cee-o 30
Linseed oil, 34 cents per pound (19 pounds per bushel) .. 66%
Crushers’ subsid 363
House rate (H. R. T456) :
Flaxseed, 25 cents per bushel (less drawback on cake) —-—ee_ oo 18%
Linseed oil, 24 cents per pound (19 pounds per bushel) .- 474
Crushers’ subxid} 29
Ememcy act:
seed, 30 cents bushel (no drawback) —- e 80
Linseed oil, 10 cents per gallon (7% pounds) - - oo cem oo 25
Crushers’ penalty 5
Underwood Act:
Flaxseed, 20 cents per bushel (no drawback) o . 20
oil, 10 cents per gallon (7§ pounds) oo oo 25
Crushers’ protection : == 5
Payne-Aldrich Act:
Fl . 25 cents &er bushel (less drawback on cake) - oo 183
Linseed oil, 15 cents per gallon (7% pounds) ——______________ 3T}
Crushers’ subsidy A L

House rate (H. R. 74563 guuted linseed-oil crushers increase in
subsidy between Underwoo ifferentials .of O cents per bushel and
House differential of 29 cents per bushel, or an increase of 480 per cent.

Senate rate (H. R. 7456) grants linseed-oil crushers increase in
subsidy between 5 cents per bushel in Underwood Act and differential
in the Senate rates of 363 cents per bushel, or an increase in the
crushers’ subsidy of 31} cents per bushel, or 630 per cent increase over
the Underwood differential, whereas farmers’ duty on flaxseed has only
been increased by 10 cents per bushel, or 50 per cent increase,

The Underwood different of 5 cents per bushel gave the crushers
a 083 per cent monopoly on Iimports of linseed oil by forecing its im-
portation to this extent in the form of flaxseed. Why increase the 5
cents per bushel protection for the erushers by 630 per cent when the
S-cent differentinl gave them a monopoly ?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I desire to place in the
Recorp three exhibits from the testimony which was presented
to the Finance Commiltee.

Exhibit A is the cost of production of linseed oil in the United
States from Argentine linseed.

Exhibit B is the cost of production of linseed oil in Europe
from Argentine linseed.

Exhibit C is a ealculation of drawback on exported oil cake
manufactured from 1 bushel of imported linseed oil dutiable at
40 cents per bushel of pure seed.

All three of these take as the basis the landed cost in the port
of New York, and the three together show, after making every
allowance for drawback, and so forth, that there is a necessity
for a duty of 3.4 cents per pound. The committee, to make it
an even figure, placed it at 84 cents, or 3.5 cents per pound.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da-
kota asks unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp as
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part of his remarks the documents which he has described. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.
The matter referred to is as follows:
FLAXSEED CRUSHERS' TARIFF COMMITTEE,

March 28, 1922,
Hon. P, J. MCCUMBER,
Chaeirman Senate Finance OCommittee
United States Senate, Washington, D..0.

My Deip SeNATOR: The flaxseed crushers in the United States beg

to present heréwith their exhibits, dated March 24, 1922,

xhibit A: Cost of production of linseed oil in the United States
from Argentine linseed.
tmEx]I}iblgeé!: Cost of production of linseed oil in Hurope from Argen-

e linseed.

Exhibit C: Calculation of drawback on exported oil cake manufac-
t!f;red tr:g:d 1 bushel imported linseed dutiable at 40 cents per bushel
of pure i

ccordingly we submit that if imported flaxseed is made dutiable at
40 cents per bushel, then—

Linseed ofl should be made dutiable at 33 cents per Eound if with-
out provision for drawback allowance for exported oil cake.

If provision for drawback on oil cake is made in the pending tariff
law linseed oil should be made dutiable at 8 cents per pound.

Exhibits A and B herewith show that at the same base price for
imported linseed from Argentina the conversion costs in the United
States are 3.4 centis per pound of oil higher than in Europe.

Exhibit C herewith shows drawback on exported oll eake if provided
by law Is the equivalent of 3.6 cents per ‘ﬁal on, or forty-eight one-hun-
dredths cent per pound of oil—hence a difference of one-half cent per
pound in the above proposlas for duty on linseed oil.

The method of our calcuiations and the ggum incorporated in the
gecompanying stat ts have been submitted to Messrs. De Long and
Zapoleon, experts of the United States Tariff Commission.

Very respectfully,

FLAXSEED CRUSHERS’ TARIFF COMMITTEE,
T. NOLAN, Member.
(Inclosure as indicated.)

MagrcH 24, 1922,
ExmiBiT A,

Cost of production of linseed ot:!‘_ in gc United States from Argentine
nEEEd.

Per bushel.
Price of Arzentlnet linseed at New York, this date, for but $2.18

96 per cent ipuri Y &
4 per cent additional to bring cost to 100 per cent seed purity
to conform to oil-yield calculations . 0872
Duty added te cost of seed e .40
Manufacturers (United Btates of America) cost of conversion
of seed into oil and oil cake packed, sold, and ready to ship,
not inclusive of pliatmt depreciation nor of trade discount,

cartage, and freig . 50
3.1672
Less value of oil-cake product, 37 pounds, at normal price,
$30 per 2,000 pound . B5D
2.68122

EEme————

Per gallon.
Divisor, 19 pounds of oil, the yield from 1 bushel of seed
equals cost of 1 pound of oil, $0.1375, or per gallon of

75 p et e $1. 03125
Cost of linseed oil manufactured in Kurope, including its
transportation in barrels to United States, Atlantic sea-
ports (see accompanying statement B) oo . 7760
Difference per gallon________ « 25525
Difference in conversion costs per pound of oflo o __ . 034
ExHisiT B.
Cost of production of linseed oil in Europe from Argentine linseed.
Per bushel.
Cost of Argentine linseed calculated the same in Europe as in
New York this date, basis 96 per cent purity. o ___ $2.18
Four per cent additional to bring eost to 100 per cent seed
purity to conform to oil-yield calculations —— .OBT2
Duty, MONe oo - e SRS S DR . 00
Manufacturers (European) cost of conversion of seed into oil
filled into barrels, sold and ready to ship__—____________ .25
2. 6172
Less value of oil-eake product 37 pounds, at mormal price
£30 per 2,000 pounds f. o. b. steamer, New York basis, equiv-
alent in England to $36.75 per 2,000 pounds_____________ .88
1. 8372
Per gallon.

Divisor—19 pounds of oil, the yield from one bushel of seed
uals cost of one pound of ofl $0.1875, or per gallon of

b LT T S R L S Sy S gy $0. 7275
Plus transportation of oil in barrels to United States Atlan-

tic seaports . 0485
Total cost to United States Atlantic seaports per gallon of oll. . 7760
Difference in conversion costs per pound of oll. o ____ 034

NoTtE.—Where international money exchange rate enters in the above
the calculation is at $4.40 per pound sterling—current exchange rate,

- ExaisiT C.
Calewlation of drawback on ceported oil cake manufactured from 1
bushel imported linsced dutiable at 40 cents per bushel of pure seed.

Bushel. | Per cent.

Linseed oil yield, 19 pounds: value, 10 cents per pound........| $1.90 7.4
0il cake yield, 37 pounds; value, 1} cents per pound........... . 555 2.6

2.455 100.0

Duty on cake yield from 1 bushel of linseed, 22.6 per cent of 40 cents,
is $£0.0904, which reduced to oil equivalent per pound is 0.48 cents
per ponnd, or 3.6 cents per gallon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to. |

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of the
committee will be stated.

The AssiSTANT SECRETARY. On line 14, page 111, it is pro-
posed to strike out the word “pound,” and to insert the same
word with a semicolon and the following words:

Soya beans, four-tenths of 1 cent per pound; cotton seed, ome-third
of 1 cent per pound: Provided, That no allowance shall be made for
dirt or other impurities in seed provided for in this paragraph.

Mr. LADD obtained the floor.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I was about
to ask that the Senator from Utah [Mr, Kina] be sent for, be-
cause he is interested in this item. May I ask the senior Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumBeEr] whether he intends
to take up, immediately following the action upon paragraph
T60, paragraph 50, which deals with the oils?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. 1 ask because I want to make
a motion to reduce the rate on linseed oil. That will be taken
up immediately?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes.

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I move to amend line 14 by
striking out * four-tenths of 1 cent” and substituting therefor
i li cents.'?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Lapp] to
the amendment of the committee.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let the amendment be stated,
pl

ease.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the amend-
ment will be stated.

The AsSSISTANT SECRETARY. It is proposed to amend the com-
mittee amendment on lines 14 and 15 by striking out, after the
words “ soya beans,” the words “ four-tenths of 1 cent,” and in
lieu thereof inserting “1% cents.”

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that the Senator from Utah [Mr. KiNa] is not in the
Chamber I suggest the absence of a quorum, :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the
roll.

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst * Heflin Moses Simmons
Borah Johnson Nelson Smith
Broussard Jones, N. Mex. New Bmoot
Bursum Jones, Wash, Newberry Spencer
Calder Kellogg Nicholson Sterling
Cameron Kendrick Norbeck Sutherland
Capper King Oddie Townsend
Colt Ladd Overman Trammell

rtis La Follette Pepper Underwood

Lenroot Plupgs Wadsworth

Ernst Lodge Poindexter ‘Walsh, Mass.
Frelinghuysen MeCumber Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Gooding McKinley Sheppard ‘Watson, Ind.
Hale McNary Shortridge Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Fifty-six Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is on
the amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Lapp] to the committee amendment, which the Secretary will
again report.

The AsSsSISTANT SECRETARY. In the amendment proposed by
the committee, page 111, lines 14 and 15, after the words * soya
beans,” strike out “ four-tenths of 1 cent,”” and insert in lieu
thereof “ 1% cents.”

Mr, KING. Mr. President, I presume that no appeals to the
bloes, groups, alliances, and confederations on the other side,
who perhaps get some assistance on this side, will affect the
result with respect to the matter under consideration,

A few moments ago the Senator from North Dakota made
complaint because in describing the pending bill I had em-
ployed some of the language of Mr. Roosevelt in describing
Republican tariff bills, Senator Dolliver in describing the
Payne-Aldrich bill, and the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr., LA Forrerte] and other eminent Republicans in
describing former Republican tariff bills. The Senator from
North Dakota would be very glad if I would employ the adjec-
tive “good™ and say that this was a good tariff bill. He
would be more gratified if I should say it was a just tariff
bill; but if I should say either I would be wholly inaccurate.
It is neither good nor just. It is bad and it is unjust, and I
expect my friend would complain about those two adjectives.

It is astonishing the point of view we entertain. Any Re-
publican or Democrat who says that this bill is a delightful,
a beautiful, a delectable, and a just measure would sing a
song that would come with great delight to the ears of the
able Senator from North Dakota. But the able Senator does
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not like to have anybody tell the truth about this bill. To
call it an inequitable bill is exceedingly offensive to him. He
does not like that adjective, He will hear the adjeetive now;
he will hear it when he retires to the quietude of his private
life. He will hear it many years after this, because the
American people believe that it is a bad bill, an inequitable
bill, and that belief will be confirmed after the bill goes into
operation,

We are confronted with an amendment, recommended, I am
told, by the committee, to increase the rates reported by the
bill, after due consideration, I suppose, from four-tenths of a
cent to a cent and a half, which would be an increase of
nearly 300 per cent.

Mr. SMOUT. It is not a committee amendment,

Mr. KING. Then I was laboring under a misapprehension.
I congratulate the committee upon their moderation. May I
inquire whether the tommittee is suggesting this at all?

Mr. SMOOT. The junior Senator from North Dakota of-
fered the amendment.

Mr, KING. With that understanding, I do not think I shall
take the time to discuss it. I understood the committee itself
was offering this amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator may possibly omit one or
two of his adjectives.

Mr. KING. No; I still say it is a bad bill, because even if
this amendment should not prevail there are so many other
bad provisions in the bill that I would not want to withdraw
the criticism heretofore made. But in view of the fact that
this is not offered by the committee I can not believe it will
get any support. I shall not, therefore, take any of the time of
the Senate to discuss it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from North Dakota to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on the
committee amendment,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the committee moves to
amend this amendment by striking out, after the word “ pound,”
on line 16, page 11. the balance of the said line and all of
line 17; in other words, to strike out the words: “Provided,
That no allowance shall be made for dirt or other impurities
in seed provided for in this paragraph.” That would leave
the matter so that the screenings and impurities, instead of
bearing the higher rate, would bear a 10 per cent duty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The chairman of the commit-
tee desires to modify his amendment, and the question, there-
fore, is on the commitiee amendment as modified.

Mr, GOODING, DMr. President, I do not think those who
have been supporting the amendment offered by the Senator
from North Dakota understood just what they were voting for.
I am not finding any fault with the Chair at all, who is per-
fectly fair. but we expected a roll call. Possibly we are to
blame for not calling for it. I ask the chairman of the com-
mittee if he will permit a reconsideration of the vote just
taken on soya beans?

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 have no objection.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Neither have I any objee-
tion.

Mr. GOODING, Then I would Tike to discuss the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Dakota relating to soya beans
for just a few minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the parliamentary situa-
tion be straightened out. Without objection, the vote whereby
the amendment to the amendment, on page 111, line 14, was
disagreed to will be reconsidered.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then the question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lapp] to the Committee amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Laop] to the committee amendment, on which the Senator
from Idaho will be heard.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, T doubt if there is any duty
in this bill more important to the American farmer than the
duty that is asked for by the Senator from North Dakota on
soya beans.

Just a few days ago I placed in the Recorp a statement of
farm changes that have been taking place in this country.
In the year 1920, as I remember, 60,000 men, women, and
children' left the farms in the States of Ohio, New York, and
Michigan simply because the soil was so poor that they were
unable to earn a living.

XLIT—639

Soya beans are coming into a great use in this country as
fertilizer. Possibly no other erop is doing more to bring back
the fertility of the soil in America than soya beans in those
States where they are used, and it is a bean grown to a very
large extent now in many of the States,

In the South, in those sections where the boll weevil has
made it impossible to grow cotton any longer, soya beans are
being grown to quite an extent, and since the passage of the
emergency tariff law, which gave 2 cents a pound on vegetable
oil and soya bean oil, we are establishing crushers in this
country, and we are growing beans for seed.

I have here an article appearing in the Country Gentleman,
which I shall not read much of, but I shall ask that it be printed
in the Recorp, because to my mind it is a very good article.
The title of the article is *“ More Soys,” and it is written by
J. Sidney Cates. I read just a paragraph:

MANY FARMERS SEE IN THE BEANS A SOUND NEW MONEY CROP.

Last year witnessed a 20 per cent increase In acreage of soya beaus
lanted for seed, and the harvested crop totaled but slightly under
,000,000 bushels. The Corn Belt seems suddenly to have discovered
the possibilities of the soy as a money crop, just as six or eight years
ago the farmers out there found the great value of beans for growing
along with corn for soil improvement and for hogging down.

I ask that this article be printed in the REcogrp.
There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Country Gentleman, April 1, 1822.]
More S80Ys—MANY FARMERS Sn:('m THE BEANs A Bousp Nsw MoxXeY
*ROP.

(By J. Bidoey Cates.)

Last year witnessed a 20 per cent increase in acreage of soy beans
lanted for seed, and the harvested crop totaled but slightly under
.000,000 bushels. The Corn Belt seems suddenly to have discovered

the possibility of the soy as a money crop, just as six or elght years
afo farmers out there found the great value of beans for growing
along with corn, for soil improvement, and for hogglng down,

Recently I journeyed into Illinois to find out how the men on the
farms were handling this new money crop, and what it was displacing
in the old and well-established systems. At the office of C, H, Oathouse,
farm adviser for Champaign County, I interrupted a conference with
four or five farmers who were arranging for a cooperative shipment of
a car of beans to a larﬁe paint and oll manufacturer at Cleveland.

“There is a big surplus of beans in the county,” explained Mr. Oat-
house, * although we estimate the area planted for seed here next season
is going to increase fivefold. We are,
all in finding a market. There will be ample oil-mill
for handling any quantity of beans we may produce.”

“ Qur new rotation to include soy beans eliminates oats,” explained
one of the farmers., *“ We are working a four-field system—corn, soy
beans, wheat, pasture; the pasture being made up of alsike, sweet
clover, and timothy. The oat crop has never been satisfactory, but
nothing else seemed to fit in after corn.

“ With the better varieties of beans which have come on the market
the past few years the problem seems to be solved. And there is not
such a rush of early spring work as with the oat crop. After corn
ia planted and before it requires cultivation the bean crop is put out.
We plant everything solid with a grain drill, using about a bushel of
beans to the acre. Planting in rows and cultlva%ing. as is done so
extensively in North Carolina, does not give such good results in
yield here as does the plan we follow; and besides, the land Is left
ridged to some extent when the erop is removed and takes considerable
work to get in shape for wheat which follows.”

* How do you handle the weed problem?' [ inquired, going on to
e?lain that experience in most sections showed that the beans started
off g0 slowly in the early season that weeds and grass often choked the
broadcast crop and seriously cut down yields.

“ We have worked up our own system of keeping the ero
spoke up Mr., Oathouse. * To begin with, we harrow the land well
before starting to seed with the grain drill. At this time a lot of
weed seeds have already germinated and are killed. Then, when
the beans break through the ground, we go over it with a weeder.
It does not seem fo do any damage to the beans, and is very effective
in cleaning out grass, provided the land s not baked to a bard
ecrust, On baked land what we call a rotary hoe is the tool to do
the business. Youn might compare this instrument to a disk harrow
with just the kes of the wheel instead of solid disks. The rotary
hoe can be until the beans are 6 to 8 inches high, and it does
not seem to injure them at all. After that time they will smother
b“;eeélg." hen harvest time comes we go in with an ordinary grain

nder.

“Don't you shatter a lot of the beans with a binder?” I asked.

“That would be the case with your row-grown beans,” he replied.
* But our crop grown thick on the land, develops an upright habit
of growth with no wide-spreading branches to be crusbed in the grain
binder. No, we do not figure any more logs from shattering in har-
vesting 8 than we do in harvesting wheat or oats, though if the
crop is very dry we do like to earry on the work as much as possible
early in the morning, when it is more or less damp from the dew."

Wheat follows beans under the Illinols system, without any further
preparation of the land. In fact, the grain drill {s started right after
the reaper, the two implements often going around the fleld 50 yards
a rti the bean bundles being dropped off on land already seeded to
when

“In Champaign County,” said Mr. Oathouse, * we have had a couple
of meetings of those Interested in growing beans, We have fizured
that about twenty-five or thirty thousand bushels are grown in the
county. We believe that this acreage will increase flvefold in 1922,
Bvurgerellow who had beans last year will increase his planting, and he
will be joined tﬁy all his neighbors. This increase will be at the ex})eus&
of eorn as well as oats. All the farmers are waiting for is full and
definite assurance of a general market. We believe there need be no
uneasiness on this point. One factory in Decatur, which now handles

owever, having no difficalty ar

cilities near by

elesan,”
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80,000 bushels of corn a day, will put in bean equipment. A cotton-oil
miil lEI. East St. Louls has equipment and is asking for 15,000 tons next
year.'

A YEAR OF RECORD YIELDS.

Yields last year were the highest ever known. A number of smalil-
acreage ylelds averaged more than 40 bushels to the aecre. One

told me he bhad out 100 acres of the poorest land on his farm and
lacked 3 bushels of making 2,000, The crop brought $3,000. I dare sg
thers is not a hundred-acre cornfield which last year ylelded so mu
in money value,

Will Riegel, manager of the Mahary farms at Tolono, Ill.,, where a
6,100-bushel crop was grown last year, told me their ave was ap-
pmxlmaw{ 85 bushels to the acre. The first cash crop of ns was
raised on these farms in 1009, and the manager declares that beans
have been the mest profitable crop raised ever since. Mr. Rleﬂﬂosm
that now the land ough long growing of beans, is getting rich
and that the rotation will have to be changed.

Doctor 8mith, over at the University of Illinois, told me they were
recommending soys to take the place of red clover In rotations,

“ From the standpoint of soil fertility,” said he, * the soy has a rather

rominent place with us here in Illinois. The last 10 years we have

d five fallures with red clover; that is, it falled to come up the sec-
ond year of its biennial life. Sweet clover is filling this gap where
thiere is lime in the soil. In the presence of lime sweet clover prac-
tieally never fails. The soy can be depended on to make a crop u
either circumstance.”

1 found a number of Corn Belt men making an excellent go of soys as
the main chB.

The three Fouts brothers, at Camden, Ind., own farms close fogether,
and they call the group Soyland. They are not only making money
selling seed. but by feeding hogs and sheep. Soys are the main crop on
all 'threa fatms,

Edwin Johnson, of Btryker, Ohlo, has made an excellent t of soys
as the main money crop. He has three farms devoted to the business,
and also gets the neighbors far and wide to grow beans for him on con-
tract. His production runs into the thousands of bushels.

I encountered one Ilinols farmer whose main enterprise is pork pro-
duction. He fed this pork last year on corn, balanced up with soy
beans instead of tankage. But he did not grow a stalk of corn on the
place; the whole farm was put out to beans. These he sold and with
the proceeds bought corn. He figures that he got in this way three
times the corn that he would have secured by planting it.

At present the price of soy beans in the Corn Belt is the lowest In
many years, seed selling on farms at $1.30 to $1.60 a bushel. Bat
seemingly this Is going to stimulate rather than retard the prodnction
of beans as o money crop. In the first place, it simplifies the problem
of getting seed for planting. And, in the second place, the present
price of beans expamds the market demand, not only through the greater
use of seed bnt for ol and meat h}:roductinn. It 1s a practical certainty,
1 was told, that several crushing establishments will go up in the
Middle West this year.

Probably the most important thing developed at the Chicago meeting
of the Central States Soy Bean Growers' Association, held in Novem-
ber, was a move to standardize the variety names, A committee was
formed to take over the work of getting rid of duplicate names of
varieties. This committee was made up of one experiment-station man
who works on soy beans and one prominent grower for each of the
States represented in the association. Soy Bean Specialist Morse, of
the Department of Agriculture, was made chairman of this committee.
The department and the station men of the committee have agreed to

row all the present varieties having several names this coming season.
he study of duplicate names will be made during the growing season.

Approximately 150 variety pames are now in common use, thongh
the number of really different varleties is probably less than 100, The
Mongol, for Instance, is sold under the name of Lollybrook, Roosevelt,
Me{tﬁim Yellow, Mediom Barly Yellow, and several other aliases. The
Tto San is also called Early Yellow, Medium Early Yellow, and Medium
Yellow. The old Mammoth Yellow is sold as both Early and Mediom
Yellow. The old Tar-Heel Black has been sold through the North as
Early Black, Earlis Mammoth Black, and Medinum Black. The Peking
is =so0ld as Sabhle, sex, Red Sable, Black Champlon, and Extra Select
Sable. And this list conid be greatly extended.

HEAVIER-YIELDING VARIETIES.

As the soy-bean erop is ilust beginning to reach out for a larger
place in our agriculture, it is particularly important that these dupli-
cate names be eliminated. The cr%p is grown now all the way from the
Guif to the Canadian border, and snecess with it depends far more
than is the case with ordinary croE? on getting a well-adapted variety.
When variety names hecome meaningless, important studies in variety
adaptation are lost in the resulting confusion,

In North Carolina, where more seed beans are raised than anywhere
alse, 34 ger cent of the crop I8 grown for seed. Illinois now comes
next with 28 per cent of the whole planted area harvested for seed,
No other State saves for seed as much as 21 per cent of the total
planted area. Throughout the Corn Belt a great deal more than half
the total soy area represents interplanting with corm. This is also
trne in North Carolina. In other parts of the Bouth the soy bean,
to a greater extent, occuples the land all by itself, In Virginia only
29 per cent of the crop is interplanted ; in South Carolina, 39 per cent;
and in Georgia, 85 per cent.

It ia common talk through the Middle Western States that soy beans
jelded last year almost double what they ever did before. I am at a
oss whether to lay this merely to a very propitious season or to con-

gider that In large part it is due to better cultural methods and the
use of heavier-yelding varieties. Probably all three factors enter into

the equation. Itisa pretty clear case, however, that the recent greatly
increased interest in soys through the Corn Belt, particularly the north-
ern edge of the corn States, can be attributed to better varieties.

We have at Iast gotten round to searching similar latitudes in north-
eastern Asia for soy varieties adapted to the northern edge of this
country, For unrecorded ages orientals have depended largely on the
“f' for food, and they have naturally accomplished mueh' in seed
selection. By beginning where they left off—or perhaps I had better
gi. mchfg-—we ave n able to make a rapld stride in pushing the

ns morth.

New varieties, some 300 in number, brought in from Man-
churla during the winter of 1913-14, whole 1 tion was
teated out at the Government farm at Arlington, Va., and the markedly
Inferior ones were discarded.

‘ore this importation of seed the soys had a very ¢ram north-
ern limit of maturity. The new kinds mature a crop er north

were
The

than & corn crop Is dependable. From West Branch, Mich., and from
northern Wisconsin there came back reports of one sort téﬂng more
than 40 bushels to the acre. The yiel% for forage in these northern
latitudes is also heavy. There are numerous reports of more than
6,000 pounds to the acre of air material throughout Michigan and
Wisconsin, coming from the new Manehuria bheans.

Over in New England, where the heavy mnl.fht rate on western grain
is a serious burden to dairymen, these new Manchurian kinds seem to
deserve a large place. The old varieties were not considered safe In
New England farther north than Amherst; frost would come before t

ns matured. Now, well up in New ﬁnmpshlre and Vermont a
over in south Maine, the Blacl ebrow and Mandarin, probably the
most promising of the Manchurian kinds, ri a heavy crop of seed.

Heretofore we have made large importations of both soy beans and
soy oil. Now that we have got tested seed of wvarieties adapted to the
climate of our richer lands there is a prospect of our not only filling
gtrmg;; needs but of producing a bean surplus to send out to other

The soy bean Is worked up into a great variety of table products.
And in thlslhna in all lines of soy appreciation, we are merely taking a
leaf fromr the ltistor{‘ of Asiatic people. Over there it has stood the
tests of unrecorded thousands of years. -

Mr. GOODING. In this country to-day, Mr. President, we
are growing 40,000,000 acres more of farm crops than we are
consuming. It is estimated that the increased consumption in
this country of farm products is equal to 2,000,000 acres a year,
At that rate it is going to take 20 years in this country for our
consumption to catch up with our farm production.

Now, if we are going to bring any permanent prosperity back
to America we have to have a balanced condition upon the farm.
The trouble is we are growing too much wheat and not enough
wool; we are growing too much cofton and not enough sugar;
and so it goes on down the line. If we will make an effort to
protect the agricultural industries which have been on the free
list, so as to bring about a balanced crop eondition on the farm,
we will not be forced for very many years to find a foreign mar-
ket for farm products of the country, and we will stabilize our
agricultural industry. We will never have prosperity, if you
please, until we develop every agricultural interest up to our
own requirements at least, and that is what we are not doing.
If we will develop the erops in this country in which we have
not yet reached our own consumption it will take care, if you
please, of the 10,000,000 acres of farm products for which we
are now forced to find a market in foreign countries. Above all,
soil exhaustion is taking place in every State in the Union,
There is no exception to that rule. Above everything we ought
to encourage a crop such as soya beans, which mean so much to
the soil fertility.

There is not going to be any prosperity in this country until
the farmer gets better prices for his produet, and he is not going
to get a better price until we have a balanced condition, nor is
there going to be any return to the farm until the farmer gets a
square deal in the country and is able at least to furnish the
American people with the farm products which we can grow so
successfully in this country. Therefore I hope the amendment
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr, Laop] will prevail

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN] is en-
tirely mistaken in one of his statements. The farmers are
growing soya beans in this country and they are growing them
for seed. We are crushing them, and if we can be given an
opportunity by proper protection, so that we do not have to
compete with the natives of Manchuria, we can do vastly better,
There they will haul the soya beans 100 or 200 miles to market,
taking a week or 10 days to make the trip, with only three or
four bags; and that is the competition the farmers of this coun-
try have to meet. We can not develop the soya-bean industry
and we can not develop any other industry in the face of such
competition.

The Senator from New Jersey also said there was not much
Importation of the soya bean. I send to the desk a short article,
which I would like to have read, telling the story of a cargo of
soya-bean oil just reaching Norfolk.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Before the article is read and be-
fore the Senator takes his seat I would like to correct a state-
ment he made. He stated I said there were no soya beans grown
in this country. I did not say tbat. I said there was no appre-
ciable crushing of soya beans for soya-bean oil. I have here a
letter from the United States Department of Agriculture——

Mr, GOODING. I agree with the Senator in that statement,
but they are crushing and starting to crush more, and they will
crush a great deal more if they are given the opportunity.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The United States Department of
Agriculture on June 19 said:

T ¥
mlé éﬁé’ &m&cﬂgy?wn soy beans are belng crushed at all, it is only

The Senator spoke of large quantities of soy-bean oil being
imported, and said that I said there was none being imported.

Mr. GOODING. The Senator said very little was being
imported, .
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I did not make that statement. I
said that the record would show that 195,000,000 pounds of soy-
bean oil had been imported in 1919, and as to the first three
months after the emergency tariff act went into effect, placing
8 duty of 2 cents per pound on soy-bean oil, the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lapp] read the fizures showing that only
2,000,000 pounds had been imported. I called attention to the
decline in the importations after the duty became effective.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
article as requested by the Senator from Idaho.

The reading clerk read as follows:

[From the Norfolk Ledger-Dispatch, Tuesday, June 30, 1922.]

Cusroms DuTy oX SINGLE CArco Heme Is ABour $100,000—SHIP AR-
RIVES Wit Big Loip Soy-BEax O1L—REevENUE To BE Palp BY
PORTSMOUTH COMPANY A8 OIL I8 TAKEN FROM TANKS.

Uncle Bam will get more duty out of the cargo being discharged at
the Army base to-day by the Japanese steamer Mayebashi Maru than
ggti*of any single importation of merchandise at Hampton Roads since

M. M. Vipond, deputy collector of customs, had it figured out this
morning that the 1,800 tons of soy-bean oil brought from Darien, Man-
churia, in the deep tanks of the Japanese steamer would eventunally
increase the revenue of the Norfolk customhouse by approximately
imo.oon. The money will not be received right off the bat, however,
or the Portsmouth Cotton 0il Refining Co., the owners of the oil, re-
cently bonded the tanks at their Portsmouth ?lant in which the oil is
to be stored and the duty will be paid npon it as it is gradually with-
drawn for refining,

The oil brought here from Darien by the Mayebashi Marw is one of a
number of shipments recently received by the great refinery at Ports-
mouth, but heretofore no duty has been paid at Norfolk, the oil having
been transshipped to Manila, where the duty was collected. - Other
direct importations, it is understood, will he made this summer hy the
same concern, which is among the three largest refiners of vegetable
oils in this country.

DUTY 20 CENTS A GALLON.

Until the passage of the emergency tariff bill a few months ago soy-
bean oil was upon the free list. Now the duty is 20 cents per gallon.
The heavy duty was imposed at the solicitation of American producers
of ;ogubennﬁ and of peanuts. There is little difference between peanut
an n olls.

The Mayebashi Maru is expected to complete discharge of the oil

to-day and proceed to Philadelphia.

At the Army base the oil is being discharged in the company's own
tank cars which bear it over the belt line to the Portsmouth plant.

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr, President, I wish to say just a few
words in regard to the pending item. I would like to have my
Democratic friends from the South, before voting upon this
item, to consider that the soya-bean industry is one of the most
promiging in the South, in my judgment, as a successor, to some
extent, of cotton in the region which is now being devastated
largely by the boll weevil. It is extremely difficult, especially
for a Caucasian, in the South to make a living by planting
cotton.

I have looked into the question of the soya bean considerably,
and am convinced that a white man, in the cotton portion of
the South where soya beans grow better than they do in the
northern portions of the country, can by the use of improved
machinery make a great deal more money annually as the re-
sult of his labor than he could possibly make from cotton. It
requires about as much labor to cultivate soya beans as it does
to cultivate corn. Soya beans can be planted by machinery,
cultivated by machinery, harvested by machinery, and ordi-
narily produce pretty nearly, if not quite, as much yield per
acre as can be obtained from corn. A considerably better price
can be secured per bushel for soya beans than for corn. More
money can be made, considerably, as the result of a year's
labor In soyva beans than in cotton. I am thoroughly convinced
of that fact.

Let us see some of the uses of the soya bean. They produce
the most remarkable hay. Southern farmers all know there is
no better hay than pea-vine hay. Soya-bean hay is just as good
as pea-vine hay. It is easler to cure than the pea-vine hay.
Soya beans carry into the ground just about as much nitrogen
as the pea vines, They improve the soil just about as much
as the pea viner, and are tremendously valuable in the South
for improving the soil

All agriculture in the country is interested in improving the
soil. Our yields are diminishing all over the land. Cotton is
coming down in its annual production, as corn is coming down
and as wheat is coming down. Everything that grows from the
goll is coming down in its annual production per acre, and one
of the very interesting problems before the Senate to-day is
whether or not we shall lease Muscle Shoals to Mr. Henry Ford
in order that he may give us cheap fertilizer for the improve-
ment of the land for agriculture.

Mr. President and Senators, if we can plant a crop of soya
beans in the soil and make as good financial returns out of
that crop and at the same time build up the soil wonderfully,
to be followed by crops of cotton or corn or sugar or rice or

wheat or any other product, because all crops that grow out
of the ground are wonderfuily benefited by the nitrogen placed
in the soil by nature’s best feeder, the soya bean, it would
seem wise to make more use of that crop. It is a most valu-
able crop in that connection.

I wish to impress upon my friends from the South, and es-
pecially those along the Atlantic coast, where the boll weevil is
becoming so bad, that they have got to do something in that
section to fight that awful pest. They have got to have some
money crop other than cotton, They can not live if they do
not have a money crop. They can get that money crop from
the soya bean and at the same time save the tremendous fer-
tilizer bill they are mow obliged to pay. If they could keep
their cotton lands reasonably fertile without having to pay the
perfectly colossal fertilizer bills which they are now obliged to
pay, the returns on their agriculture would be very much
heavier. I say to them that they can get that kind of a crop
through the intelligent use of the soya bean. The ecrop also
will add materially in producing fine hogs and fine beeves.
In a small way I have had a few acres of soya beans on my
plantation, and I know the nature of the crop, and that noth-
ing fattens hogs more rapidly than the soya bean. Soya-bean
meal is a splendid feed for beeves.

When the oil is extracted from soya beans that oil makes a
splendid substitufe for paint. It answers the purposes of a
mixture of turpentine and linseed oil, which I believe are used
largely in the manufacture of paint. Soya-bean oil to a
great extent takes the place of linseed oil in the manufacture
of paint. It is a valuable commodity. _

The growing of soya beans is very largely a new industry in
our country. We seek by tariff duties to build up new indus-
tries. When they are thoroughly well established there is prob-
ably no reason for placing an import duty on their products;
but, I repeat, this is a new industry in our country. It is be-
ginning to grow up in practically every State in the Union, for
while, to a great extent, the soya bean flourishes best in the
South, there are certain varieties which flourish in the most
northern State of the Union. I am satisfied that varieties will
be developed which will flonrish along the Canadian border,
and every part of the Union will nltimately be able to grow this
plant successfully.

We need new plants in this country, Mr. President ; we ought
to do something to develop a new industry in America: and I
say to you, sirs, in the most serious manner, that, to my mind,
this is the most promising new agricultural plant with which I
am familiar. I sincerely hope the amendment to the committee
amendment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Lapp] to increase the duty on soya beans may be adopted.

Mr. GOODING. I desire to call the Senator’s attention to
the fact that there is a duty of 3 cents a pound on soya-bean oil ;
and, in my judgment, that duty will be of little use with a duty
of only four-tenths of 1 cent a pound on soya beans. The im-
porters will ship in soya beans and crush them and, of course,
in that way bring in soya-bean oil for about a cent a pound duty,
as I understand, or not more than a cent and a quarter a pound,
ds compared with the 3-cent duty which the committee has given
to soya-bean oil. So, if we wish to make effective the duty on
soya-bean oil, there should be imposed a duty of at least 1} cents
a pound on soya beans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Lapp]
to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. GOODING. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SMITH. I rise to a parlinmentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. SMITH. Is the vote about to be taken directly on the
question of the proposal to impose a duty of 1} cents on soy
beans?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate is about to vote
on the amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr, Labp] to the committee amendment providing a duty of
14 cents a pound on soy beans.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. KING. We are about to vote now, as I understand, upon
the amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota in-
creasing the rates provided by the committee amendment about
300 per cent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question has been cor-
rectly stated. The Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll,
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Mr. CALDER (when his name was called). I am paired
with the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris], On this
question [ am informed that he would vote as I intend to vote.
Therefore I :feel at liberty to vote, and vote * nay.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD (when Mr. Hargison’s name was called).
The juniors Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] is. ab-
sent.. He is paired with the junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr., Brgins]. If the. Senator from. Mississippi: were
present he would 'vote * nay.”

Mr. McKINLEY (when his-name was called). Transferring
my pair with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY]
fo ths junior Senator from Oregon [Mr, StanrFiErn], I vote
‘ yea.

Mr. NEW (when his name. was called). Transferring my
pair with the junior:Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]
to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace], I vote * yea.”

Mr; WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from  Mississippi
[Mr; Witrzams]. I am informed that if he were present he
would vote as I intend to vote on this question. Therefore I
feel free to vote, and vote “nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. CAMERON. Making the:same announcement as before
with reference to my pair:and its transfer; I vote * yea.”

Mr. HALE. I have a:general pair with the senior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Samips]. I have been informed that if
he were present he-would vote ¢s I intend to vote. I therefore:
feel at liberty to vote, and vote “ nay.”

Mr. JONES of Washington (after having voted in the affirma-
tive). I understand that the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Swanson] has not voted, I promised to pair with him for:the
afternoon, but I find I can transfer my pair with him to the
junior Senator from Maryland [Mr; Wewier]. I do: so, and
allow my vote to stand.

Mr. CURTIS. 1 desire to announce the following pairs:

The Senator: from Delaware [Mr, Banr] with the: Senater:

from Florida [Mr: FLETCHER] ;
The Senator from. Vermont [Mr. Dizraneaam] with the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Grass];

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr: Epee] with the: Senator:

from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN] ;

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SurHrerraxnp]} with the
Senator from Arkansas-[Mr. Roerxson] ; and

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Ferxarp] with the Senator
frem New Mexico [Mr. Jones].

The result was announced-—yeas 28, nays 28, as follows:

YEAS—28.
Ashurst Heflin MeNary Ransdell
Bronssard : Johnson: ‘New Shepmd
Bursum. Jones, Wash, Nicholson . Shar ge
Cameron Kellogg Norbeck Sterling
Capper Kendrick Oddie Townsgend
Gooding Laadd Phipps ‘Warren
Harreld M¢Kinley Poindexter Willis
NAYS—28.
Borah Frelinghuysen Nelson- Smeot
Calder Hale Newberry Spencer
Colt King Overman nderwood
Curtis Lenroot Pepper Wadsworth
Dial Lodge Pomerene Walsh, Masa.
Hrost MeCumber Simmonsg Walsh, Mont,
France Moges Smith Watson, Ind.
NOT VOTING—40.
Ball Fernald MeCormick Robinson
Brandegee Fletcher McKellar Shields
Caraway Gerry MecLean Stanfield
Crow Glass Myers Stanley
Culberson Harris Norris Sutherland
Cummins Harrison Owen Swanson
Dillingham Hiteheock Page Trammell
du Pont Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Watson, Ga.
Rdge Keyes Rawson Weller
Blkins La Follette Reed Williams

S0 the amendment of Mr., Lapp to the committee amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. LADD. I desire to reserve the right to present and to
have a separate vote upon the amendment to the committee
amendment when the bill reaches the Senate,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has that right
under the rule. The question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment ag modified.

Mr. McCUMBER., Mr. President, I desire to modify the
committee amendment by striking out the colon after the word
“pound,” in line 16, page 111, and inserting a period; and also
by striking out the words:

Provided, That no allowance shall be made for dirt or other im-
purities in seed provided for in this paragraph.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to.

Mr. KING. Mr, President, T have a statement on the ques-
tion: of soya beans and oil, vegetable olls and animal fats and
their: interchangeability, and the effect of importing soya beans
and soya-bean oil, which tends te show that importations are,
beneficial, in that they not only give employment to a large.
number of American people but give us a market for cotton-
seed oil 'about which the Senator from Louisiana is so solicit-
ous. I ask that the statement be inserted in the Rrcorp with-
out reading.

The PRESIDING. OFFICER.
ordered.

The statement referred to is as follows:

The proposed tariff on forelgn vegetable oils is.a boomerang. It will
depress  the ogrlce of hog lard, corn oll, cottonseed .oll, and other oils
and fats produced by American farmers. The propo tarif on coco-
nut oil, peanut oil, soya-bean oil, and cottonseed oll will depress the
priee of  domestic table and snimal oils. used in the manufacture
of butter and lard substitutes, and thereby the price of butter and lard
will be adversely affected.

The proposed tariff on forelgn vegetable oils will make the price of
cottonseed . oll lower, and thereby: t price of vegetable lard will be
lower. Consequently hog lard will be made lower in price by the
competition of lower-priced vegetable lard made from domestic vege-
table oils. This will adversely afect the price of hogs and corn.

The proposed tariff on foreign vegetable oils will depress the
of oleo oil, nentral lard. and cottonseed oil—the prineipal in
3{ ht_s]lr%!l:nargﬂ.m:e or: butter substitutes. This will adversely aflect tha

Armer,

Tariffs on commodities of which we produce an rtable SBI‘FILI.!,
however, are, totally: ino tive as ' pretection,” and are in fact ae-
tually injurions to American farmers, forcing, them to sell their cropa
at reduced prices. Let us demonstrate this to you as it applies to vege-
table oils .and animal fats:
thThe l:i':‘tited States Is the greatest producer of edible oils and fats in

2 Worl
“:V&gi&mherﬁﬂth dur production for a typieal year, 1921 These

e same figares app on 8 ¥ chart, but convert
into carloads of 30,000 pcmnda‘rach. R
Please .note the tremendous exports:

TABLE 1.—United States production and cxports of edible ofls and fats,
calendar year 1921,

Without objection, it is se:

rice
ents

Produe-
tion.

Exports.

. | Carloads.

Hoglard.._.....
Cottonseed oil.

o B
esgEiace

These are the. primary fats from which are produced other articles;
such as oleomargarine, salad oils, ete. These derivative products are
not ineluded because this would cause duplication,

America must ship abroad 46,000 carloads of edible vegetable oils
and fats and sell them at international R;Ilm in order to dispose of our
total production. of 120,000 carloads; erican farmers, who produce.
these products, have to sell nearly as much outside the tariff wall as
they sell inside. Refer to pictorial chart on reverse side and you will
see clearly how the American farmer is pecessarily interested main-
taining good market comditions outside: the, tariff wall. 1If the condi-
tions outside.the tariff wall—in Hurope--are maintained in as favorable
condition as possible, the markets inside the wall or at home will be
good ; but the wall deprives the United States of any voice in making:

rices outside the wall, and 'while killing the. American farmer's voice
n price making outside the wall and ﬁlvinz this power entirely to the
astute strategists of Euro{pe the wall has also depressed our home
muarket, because when gelling exportable surplus crops like the great
group of interchangeable edible oils and.fats, produced in the United

tates thl: thome market on the average can be no better than the ex-
port market.

The domestic buyer will not pay our farmers:-any more than the
export buyer will pay. The wall is a boomerang, because it removes
the United Btates as a rival bidder in other agricultural countries
and the buyers in Europe, on whom we must depend for the sale of
our 46,000 carlonds of surplus, are given: a clear fleld and complete

wer  to bargain us against foreign farmers in Asgia, Africa, and
3outh, Americg, who also have surglum which  they must sell to
Europe. Thus it is clearly proven how these duties on exports are
absurd and actually of negative efect.

We are not telllng you what may happen in the future, but what
has actually happe during the past 12 months under the emer-
gency tarift’ bill, which shut foreign soya-bean oll, cottonseed ofl, and
peanut oil ont of the United States by high dutles.

When the fall crops of 1921 were ready, for market, European buyers
had undisputed control of the new crops of soya-bean oll, peanut ofl,
cottonseed oll, and other forelgn fats. They let us “ hold the sack.'
They made us offers for our surpluses at prices measured by the de-

ressed prices at which they could purchase the fore‘lign vegetable oills.
E’hey dlg exactly, what is ‘stated on_ the reverse gide of this folder,
We therefore were helpless sellers, with no power to bid and still forced
to meet the eomtl:miﬂon of foreign \-aﬁetnble oils in the surplus-
consuming area of the world—Europe. Instead of meeting the com-
petition with some control over it we met it in aggravated form.

This report from the American consul at Dairen, Manchuria, dated
February, 1922, shows exactly what happened :

“The new American tariff on soya-bean oil prevented export to tha
United States, and the consequent withdrawal of an important pur-
chaser caused the price to drop. Hurope was a large purchaser, how-
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ever, and the stock of soya-bean ofl at present on hand is proportion-
ately much smaller than that of bean cake."

Europ: made lard substitutes out of these foreign v able -oils,
amd our exported hog lard had to compete

growers and hog Talsers suffered ‘In place of ‘be tee

were foreed to sell hoz lard to Eurrgxe at low .prlm'hiy‘nm getion
of the emergency tariff, which lowe the price of fore vegetable
oils and then diverted fhem into our own export market.

FEurope would not buy our eottomseed oil at price asked hi oar
farmoers.  Ouyr exports of refined cottonseed wpil have decl tre-
mendously, as shown by the following comparizon :

Peniod 1921. Period 1920,
Pounds.
18,231,215
e ORI T T S I T PR o <A I8 35,321, 571
Tola). .o i iv i isais b n s b mamna s o sins S wn s ey | 105 ORRIGLD) | I07; 480,398

Furape bought 5,249 earloads of our rvefined cottonmseed oll during the
above four months' perlodibéfore the emergency tariff, and only 552 car-
lnnds during the same period after the -emergency tariff, a reductiom
of 4,607 curs, or nearly 90 per cent, [Had nel our cotton erop been
very short ‘this year our cotton growers would have been unable to sell
their seed to the cottonseed-oll mills. They weuld have:been obli to
use it en the farm for fertilizer and feed, owing to the desiruction of
=hl-li|!'r export market for cottouseed oil hy the action of the emergency
tariit, £

Somre dairymen, because:of their lack of knowledge concerning this
subject, demanded that foreign wvegetable oils be excluded from the
United Stutes, claiming that these foreign vegetable oils were so ‘cheap
that substitutes tor butter would be made from them, and thereby the
price of butter would be depressed. Is this not absurd? You have
seen from the foregoing tables that we exported In 1921,.a feal
yeur—typical with the exception of cottonseed oil—8,400 carloads of cot-
tonseed oil, 4,933 carloads of oleo oil, 766 carloads of neutral lard, 146
earlonds of corn oil, and 60 carloads of peanut oil, or a total of 13,638
carloads of American edible oils and fats that are the very prime in-
gredients of ‘bulter substitutes. These quantities, exported, vastly
exceed the quantity vsed in our domestic oleomargarine industry. Had
our cotton crop been pormal our exportable surplus of domestic oils
:uu[!! fats sultable for butter substitutes would bave been 20,000 ecar-

onds.

The American dalrymen, therefore, have been badly advised. Forel
vegetable olls and fats, sueh as eoconut oil, soya-bean, cottonseed oll,
and peanut oil are on the average inferior in quality for butter-substi-
tute making 'to our own demedtic oils and fats, and are used prine-
pally in the United States for industrial purposes, such as soap making,
tauning, rubber substitutes, ete. The foreign oils, therefore, 4f freely
admitted to the United States, turn the wheels of our h!dﬂs!&es, enable
s to manufacture soap and other produets at prlees that are in line
with world prices, and thus enable the American manufacturer to smell
hiz Bnished Fmduct at home and abroad, and at the same time this
guantity of these foreign vegetable oils and fats thus diverted ‘from
Europe will leave a corresponding demand in Earope for edible products
to be filled from our great exportable surplus of higher-grade edible
olls and fats made up of 893,000,000 pounds of hog lard, 252,000,000
pounds of cottonseed oil, 48,000.000: pounds of vegetable lard, 32,700,000
pounds of eleo stearine, 23,000,000 pounds wof neutral lard, 4,400,000
pounds of corn oil, 128,000,000 pounds of oleo oil, and 1,800,000
pounds of peanut oil,

Amerjesn dairymen produce 1,700,000,000 pounds of butter, or 53,233
carfoads, This is a tremendeus-qmu:tig. The American dairyman's
campetition fromr butter substitutes is right .In his own front yard—
Ameriean cottonseed oil, corn oil, peanut oll, cleo oil, and neuntral
Inrd., 'These wvery i‘prm}ucts are exported'in tremendous quantities, and
in favoring a tariff on foreign vegetable oils he has gone.hunting with
the wrong end of the .gun,

The American dairyman should know that he can not eseape the com-
petition: of buitr substitutes and rhat any tariff procedure that de-
presses the priee -of the great surplus guantity of domestic butter-
substitute making wvegetable oils and fats produced by other .American
farmers will only increase his competitidn from butter substitutes made
from domestic fats and ofls. Tf he persists in'bis ill-advised demands
for dutles on foreign vegetable olls he will accomplish nothing but the
reverse of what he desires,

(a) By killing the United States as a rivil buyer of these foreign
vegetable oils in the Orient we.would allow ‘their price to be depressed
in the primary markets.

(b) These oils will then go to our-forei]am custome!
the de%‘rxmd rice, depressed by our inabllity to bid for them.

ic) ey will then displace a relative quantity of our own higher-
grade edible oils and fats in Europe or will be the means by which we
are hargained down to lower priecs for.our own surplus.

(i) Thereby our own home markets -will be corx?ondingty reduced |

and the Ameriean duirymuan instead of ‘being obli to compete ‘with
butter substitutes maide from cottonséed oil costing, say, 10 cents per
pound, will have to compete with butter substitutes m.a.:ie from cotton-
seed oil selling at 9 cents per pound; he will have to compete with
Hower-priced oleo ofl, neutral lard, peanut, and corn eils. cholee
ingredients for oleomargarine,

he oils and fats which America produees in g::nt-qmrltlties com-
‘mand the best price when sold for edible nsage. r great cottonseed-
ofl industry, when it first started, had to se¢k a market for its cotton-
seed cil 1 the soap kettle, Scientists then found out how to refine
this produect and make vegetable lard from it, or imitation -hog lard.
“The cottonseed oll gmved of much greater yalue for this purpoese than
for its original and less waluable mse fin ithe soap kettle. American
soap makers, therefore, .had to give ‘up this oil and -American cotton
growers found the price of cotton seed greatly enhanced by the better
paying market for the oil in edible usage. This has been true of prac-
tically all American oils .and fats. As fast as their- tion thas

been developed they have proven.to be the premier olls and fats of the

world for edible ﬁurposes. and our industries have been continuously
ham,f pressed to find pew supplies sultable for soap and other inedible
‘products,

sed in pri el t‘{omgﬁnﬂp:ﬂ?g%,
D mergen riff. Our |
which had been depress n price by our e j%eg oy el ey

rs In Europe at

We. do not pmdm‘ ssufficient industrial oils and fats for cur needs, as
shown by the following ‘table ; 7

TABLE 2.—United States mdut.‘t;o“?‘ and exports of imedible vils ond

P {Expotts.
Carioads. | Carloads,
B T T oy T e e e f e o7 s e T 460
Greases..... R e e R W T )
Lard oil. ... P AT i e T T A 568 20
T T B T B e e R e St ] [ o
! Not available.

‘By comparing our
carloads, and our expo:
loads, it will be seen that

rts of ‘edible oils and fats (Talide 1), 46,094
of \inedible ofls and fats (Table 2), 508 car-
our exports of inedible oils and fats are very
small. In faet, these rts merely result from unusual ¢ircomstances
and conditions and the fact that our -supJ:ly of industrial oils and fats
is less than onr requirements is illustrated by the following table:

TarLR 3.—United States imports and reevports of forsign fwdustrial olls

and fats, calendar year 1921

Im- Reex- | Netim-
Carloads of 30,000 pounds. ports. ports. ports.

300 5,700

90 3,674

82 404

None. 100

None. 23
12, 758

None. 79
one. 60

527

e P L S S SR R T R T ‘489 1,414

Linsved oll, flaxseed, eastor oll 'rapeseed oll and ‘chinawood oil, cod
oil and cod-liver ofl are. omitted beeause theg are nof-interchangeable
with the major edible and soap-making olls and fats in general usage,

1t will thus be seen that our net imports of these foreign industriak
oils and fats was 11,414 carloads, while from Table No, 1 it will be seen
that we exported 46,084 carloads of our domestic hlﬁih-mde edible fats
"’““‘;ﬁ the same period. These foreign industrizl oils are used in tha
‘United States almost entlrelljy for industrial purposes. Only a smal]l
quantity of these foreign olls and fats are used 'in low-grade edible
‘products.

* It is perfectly clear that our domestle vegetable and animal oils arae
of such superior quality for edible purposes that after supplying our
own ‘requirements of them for food ‘we export the balance for use as
‘food in foreign countries. Instead of using our surplus of bigh-
edible fats for industrial ipurposes'at lower prices in our factories, we
sell them abroad at the higher edible price level and import the lower-
‘grade and cheaper varieties "for our ‘industries. A highly ‘profitabla
arrangement for all concerned—the American farmer and the American
SCONSUmer.,

Furthermore, for the sake of argument, if it were to be admitted that
all of these foreign vegetable oils were used for edible purposes, the
entire net imports of foreign vegetable eils, per Table No. 8—11,414
-carloads—would.only be 25 per cent of our exportas of edible oils and
fats, per Table No. 1. Foreign ceconut oil is used principally in the
‘manufacture of laundry soap. Most of our foreign ecoconut oll is im-
“ported from 'the Philippines and no tariff can be collected on these im-

rts, and hence the futility of any duty at all en coconut ofl. Roya-

an oil i used principally in soap making. Foreign eottonseed oil is
of Inferlor quality and is used %rindps.llg’ or soap making.

"The foreign oils and fats in the above table and 'the oil-bearing seeds
-and -materials from which they are expressed should all be aliowed
duty-free entry into the United States. Our industries would thns he
supplied with suitable oils and fats for industrial purposes and the
‘markets ‘of Europe would thus be ‘maintdined in favorable condition to
receive our exportable surplus of edible oils and fats at -higher prices,
A balavce sheet for any previous year will show large. exportations of
edible oils and fats, with foreign vegetable olls imported principally for
‘industrial purposes. Even during the World War years, of the gunantity
of forei vegetahle oilzs and fats imported the qmnt{ty used in low-
grade edible products was trivial compared with our exports:of Amerls
can edible olls and fats

Some who have never gtudied 'this problem may say, *“If we are
dueing more vegetable olls and animal fats in ‘the United States t
we meed, we should shut the foreign oils and fats out and use our own
for every purpose ; we don't need any more,” Where Is there an Ameri=
ean hog raiser, corn grower, or cotton grower who would prefer to sell
this surplus ‘hog lard, ‘corn oil, or cottonseed oil to an American scap
factory for 5 cents per pound for soap making when he could gell his
surplus for edible purposes abroad at from 10 to 12 eents per pound?
Any farmer will agree that he sheuld sell 'his ‘produéts ‘wherever and
for whatever purpose they will bringithe bighest price, and the market
in which -he can get the rice and sell for the most valuable nsaga
is the market he really should protect, whether it be England, Holland
or Turkey makes little di ee. ‘Europe can mot produce snffictent
Ifoodstufls for her large population. Her people:must-eat ; theywill pay
more for hog lard, cottenseed oil, oleo oll, corn oil, neutral lard, and pea-
-nut .ofl .for edible purposes than Americans would ever pay for these
‘fats in the form of soap with which to wash their hands, endenvor
“to/force these high-grade fats back'into the soap kettle-would be absurd
and disastrous to -American farmers.and dalrymen.

Ll - . - - . L

Europe is the world's food surplus consuming market. Our proposed
tariff on products of which we prodwee an exportable surplus ean not

by jany stret¢h of dmagination ‘force Europe 'to pay us higher priees;
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the

but these tariffs actually reduce world-price levels by transferrin 2L
nite:

yower to dictate prices from the sellers to the buyers, from the
states to Europe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the committee as modified.

The amendment as modified was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
next amendment reported by the Committee on Finance.

Mr., McOUMBER. I ask now to return to paragraph 50, on
page 21.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment in paragraph
50, on page 21, will be stated.

The AsSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 21, paragraph 50, line
17, after the words “ Castor oil,” it is proposed to strike out
43" and in lieu thereof to insert “8,” so as to read:

Par. 50, Oils, expressed or extracted : Castor ofl, 8 cents per pound.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. KING. I move to strike out “8"” and insert in lieu
thereof “2."

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Utah to the amendment re-
ported by the committee.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The amendment of the committee was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the
next committee amendment.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On the same page, line 18,
it is proposed to strike out the words * cottonseed oil, coconut
oil, and soya-bean oil, 2 cents per pound.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment reported by the committee,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
the same paragraph, same page, line 20, affer the word
¢ oxidized,” to strike out “ 23" and insert “ 3},” so as to read:
linseed or flaxseed ofl, raw, bolled, or oxidized, 81 cents per pound.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, that is the
oil upon which I argued against the imposition of suecli a high
rate. 1 move now that the numerals “31" be stricken out
from the commitiee amendment and that the numeral “2" be
inserted in place thereof,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator fromm Massachusetts
to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. On that amendment I ask
for the yeas and nays,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the Secretary report the
amendment to the amendment.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 21, line 20, the com-
mittee propose to strike out “23" and to insert “341"; the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WaLsa] now moves in lien
of the numerals “ 384 " proposed to be inserted by the commit-
tee that there be inserted the numeral “2."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts to the com-
mittee amendment, upon which the yeas and nays are de-
manded.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CALDER (when his name was called), I am paired
with the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris]. I there-
fore withhold my vote.

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). 1 fransfer my
pair with the senior Senafor from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] to
the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Branpecee] and will
vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. JONES of Washington (when his name was called).
Making the same announcement as before with reference to
my pair and its transfer, T vote “nay.”

Mr. McKINLEY (when his name was called).
same announcement as before, I vote “ nay.”

Mr. HARRIS (when the name of Mr.' Warsox of Georgia
was called). I desire to announce that my colleague the junior
Senator from Georgia {Mr. Warsox] is detained on account of
sickness, ;

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I
transfer my general pair with the senior Senator from Missis-
gippi [Mr. Witriams] to the senior Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crow] and will vote. I vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded,

Mr. HARRIS. I transfer my pair with the Senator from
New York [Mr. CarpEr] to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Gerry] and will vote. I vote * yea.”

Making the

Mr. CAMERON. Making the same transfer as before, T
vote “mnay.”

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I transfer my general pair with the
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBinsoN] to the junior
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Rawsox] and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I transfer
my pair with my colleague the senior Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. STANLEY] to the senior Senator from Illineis [Mr. Mc-
Cormicr] and will let my vote stand.

Mr. COLT (after having voted in the negative). I transfer
my pair with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL]
to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace] and will let
my vote stand,

Mr. CURTIS.
ing pairs:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. NEw] with the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McCKELLAR] ;

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Barr] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN]; and

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DitLisgaam] with the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. GLass].

The result was announced—yeas 12, nays 44, as follows:

I have been requested to announce the follow-

YEAS—12,
Ashurst Heflin Pomerene Underwood
Dial King Simmons Walsh, Mass.
Harris Overman Emith Walsh, Mont.

NAYS—44,
Borah Hale McKinley Sheppard
Broussard Harreld MeNary Shortridge
Bursum Johnson Moses Smoot
Cameron Jones, Wash Nelson Spencer
Capper {ellog; Newberry Bterling
Colt Kendrick Nicholson Sutherland
Curtis Ladd Norbeck Townsend
Ernst La Follette Oddie ‘Wadsworth
France Lenroot Pepper Warren
Frelinghuysen Lo Phipps Watson, Ind,
Gooding MceCumber Ransdeli Willis

NOT VOTING—40.

Ball Elkins McKellar Reed
Brandegee Fernald MeLean Robinson
Calder Fletcher yers Shields
Caraway Gerry New Stanfield
Crow Glass Norris Stanley
Culberson Harrison Owen Swanson
Cummins Hiteheock Page Trammell
Dillingham Jones, N, Mex, Pittman Watson, Ga.
du Pont eyes Poindexter Weller
Edge MeCormick Rawson Williams

So the amendment of Mr. Warsa of Massachusetis to the
amendment of the committee was rejected,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. StErLING in the chair).
The guestion now is on the amendment of the committee.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I think this
is such an excessive duty, amounting to a subsidy of over
$9,000,000 annually on linseed oil to 14 crushers in this coun-
try, that I must ask for the yeas and nays upon the committee
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr., CAMERON (when his name was called).
same transfer as before, I vote * yea.”

Mr. ERNST (when his name was called).
transfer as before, I vote “yea.”

Mr. HALE (when his name was called).
announcement as before, I vote “ yea.”

Myr. UNDERWOOD (when Mr. HArrIsOoN's name was called).
1 degire to announce that the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Haggrisox | is absent, and is paired with the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr., BErxins]. If the Senator from Mississippi were
present, he would vote “ pay.” .

Mr. JONES of Washington (when his name was called).
Making the same announcement as before with reference to my
pair and its transfer, I vote “nay.”

Mr., McKINLEY (when his name was called).
same announcement as before, I vote “ yea."

Mr, SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). Making
the same announcement as before with reference to my pair
and its transfer, 1 vote “ yea.”

AMr, HARRIS (when the name of Mr, WatsoN of Georgia was
called). 1 desire to announce that my colleague, the junior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Warsox], is detained on account of
gickness,

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called).
Making the same announcement as before, I vote “ yea."

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. COLT (after having voted in the affirmative).
junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TraMMELL] voted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not.

Making the
Making the same
Mauking the same

Making the

Has the
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Mr. COLT. I have a. gemeral pair with that Semator. I
transfer that pair to the junior Senator from. Vermont [Mr.
Page], and will allow my vote to stand.

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested.to announce the follow-
ing pairs:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. New] with the Senator from
Tennessee. [ Mr. McKELLAR] ;

The Senator from Delaware [Mr, Barz] with the: Senator
from Florida. [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator-from New Jersey [Mr. Epge] with,the Senator.
from. Oklahoma [Mr. Owex]; and

The Senator from Vermont [Mr, Ditringaam] with the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass].

The result was announced—yeas 41, nays 16, as follows:

YEAS—41,
Broussard Hale McNary Smoot
Bursum ' Harreld Moses B
Calder Johnson Nelson. Sgli.n
Cameron Kellogg Newberry Sutherland
Carper Kendrick Nieholson Wadsworth-
Colt Keyes Oddle arren
Curtis Ladd Pepper Watson, Ind.
Erost Lenroot Ph Willis
France Lodge Poindexter
Frelinghuysen MeCumber Ransdell |
Goading MeKinley Shortridge

NAYS—16.
Ashurst Jones, Wash, Pomerene Townsend
Borith K’"ﬁ Sheppard Underwood
Dial La Follette Simmons Walsh, Mass.
Iarris Overman Smith ‘Walsh, Mont.

NOT VOTING—39. ’
Ball Fernald MeLean Robinson
Brandegee Fletcher Myers hields
Caraway Gerry New Stanfield
w Glass Norbeck tanley

Culberson Harrison Norris Swanson
Cuommins Heflin Owen Trammell
Dillingham Hitcheock Page Watson, Ga.
du Pont Jones, N, Mex, Pittman eller
Edge MeCormick Rawson illiams
Elkins McKellar ead

So the amendment of the committee was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of the
committee will be stated.

The AssisTANT SECRETARY. The two following amendments
have been agreed to heretofore, after meodifications by the com-
mittee.

The next amendment is, on page 21, lines 24 and 23, where
it is propesed to strike out * peanut oil, 2§ cents per pound,”
and the semicolon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment,

The amendment was agreed to. .

The ASSISTANT SECEETARY. On, page 22, line 1, after the
words “rapeseed oil,” the committee proposes to strike out
“13 cents per pound” and to insert “ 6 cents per gallon.”

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to inquire what the
ad valorem would be under that rate?

My, McCUMBER. The rate in,the House text is 1} cents
per pound. There are about 74 pounds to a gallon. Therefore
the 6 cents per gallon would be a reduetion of about 50 per
cent,

Mr. KING. I move to strike out the numeral “6” and insert
in lien thereof the numeral * 4."

Mr. McCUMBER. Before we vote upon the motion I wounld
like to answer the Senator's question as to the equivalent ad
valorem. The equivalent ad valorem is- 7} per cent, and the
rate, I desire to say, is the same as that in the Underwood law.

Mr. KING. I withdraw the motion, in view of the statement
as to the ad valorem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER: (Mr. McEiNLEY in the chair).
The question is on agreeing to the committee amendment,

The amendment was agreed to,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
next amendment on page 22
. The ASSISTANT SECRETARY.. On page 22, beginning with line 4,
the committee proposes to insert a new paragraph, as follows:

PaR. 50a; Coconut oil, 4' cents per d; cottonseed ofl, 8 cents per
pound ; ;ﬂanut oil, 4 cents per pound; and soya-bean oil, 8 cents per
pound ;: Provided, That such oils may be imported under bond in an
amount to be fixed by the Becretary of the g‘?‘eﬂsun and under such
regulations as he shall prescribe; and if within three. years from the
date of importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouse, satisfae-
tory proof is furnished that the oll has been used In the manufacture
of articles uniit for food, the duties shall be remitted : Provided further,
That if any such oil imported under bond as above prescribed is used in
the manufacture of cles fit' for food there shall be levied, collected,
and m’d on any oil so used in violation of the bond, in addition to the
regular duties provided by thisiparagraph, 3 cents per pound, which shall /
n?‘}v ‘}_:e“z;r:’i‘tted or refunded. on exportntfon of the articles or for any
o “re =

Mr, KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

A, number of instances have arisen during: the consideration
of, the bill. where the situation was substantially as it is here;
and I inquire whether or not, when we reach the paragraph
providing for nondutiable commeodities, that paragraph may be
amended by taking one or more of the items.in the paragraph
now u.nid.ex consideration and transferring them by appropriate
motion .

The, PRESIDING. QFFICER. The Chair will settle. that
question when it is reached.

Mr. KING, Of course, I presume thatiwill be done; and T do
not ask the Chair to decide the case in &dvance. Yet the Chair
will gee that if a failure to.make the motion would: preclude,
when we reached the nondutiable list;.a motion to transfer any.
of the items in this paragraph to the nondutiable list, T would
feel constrained to submit the motion now.. But it seems to me
that the proper time to make the metion wonld be when we
reach the nondutiable list. I think it has been decided here-
tofore, during the progress of the bill, that an: amendment to
an amendment such as this would not preclude, when we reach
the - nondutiable list, an. amendment to transfer to the non-
dutiable list,an item.agreed to.now. With the understanding
that.I'may move to transferito the free list some of the items in
this paragraph, if not all, I shall not submit'the motion to trans-
fer now.

I move to strike out the numeral “4,” in line 4, and to insert:
in lieu thereof the numeral “2,” so as to read:

Coconut oil, 2 eents per pound.

Mr. McCUMBER. BMr. President, I want to make a very

short statement: concerning this added paragraph.

The Committee on Finance, in considering the duty on vege-

‘table oils, faced one of its most difficult tasks. The committes
‘was: confronted, on the one hand, by a plea to protect dairy

and agricultural industries against imports of cheaper foreign
oils. On the other hand, there were large manufacturing in-
dustries; principally those producing soap, paints, and var-
nishes, which would be adversely affected by a duty on these

oils. These industries are on & substantial export basis, For-
‘example, the foreign shipments of soaps in 1919 were in-excess

of $15,000,000, or approximately 5 per cent of the total domestic-
production, and the exports of pigments, paints, and varnishes
were more than $25,000,000;, or about 7 per cent of the domestic
output. It is evident that these domestic industries would be
placed at a disadvantage in the world's market if forced to pay
a premium for raw materials as compared with their Earopean
competitors.

The question of protection to American industries involves
domestic cottonseed and linseed oils and the large dairy in-
dustries. In the case of cottonseed and linseed oils the com-
mittee, after careful consideration, reached the conclusion that
so far as manufacturing uses other than for food products are
concerned the displacement of these oils by imports is not
serious. About 85 per cent of the cottonseed oil consumed in
the United States is used for edible purposes, primarily in the
manufacture of lard substitutes. Cottonseed oil, because of the .
better price that can be obtained for its use in food products,
has a very limited use for inedible purposes and has been re-
placed by cheaper oils. It can therefore be seen that any com-
petition to domestic vegetable oils from imported oils is largely
in the manufacture of edible products.

Linseed oll may be replaced by soya:bean oil to a limited
extent in the manufacture of paints, linoleum, and: oilcloth.
However, it is very inferior to linseed oil and will not be used
unless the linseed oil exceeds it' very much in price. At the
present time the linseed oil Is lower than the soya-bean oil, and
therefore soya-bean oil would not be used at all.

In 1919 the gquantity of soya-bean oil used in the paint and
varnish industry was approximately 10 per cent of the linseed
oil so used and was O per cent of the entire domestic pro-
duction of linseed oll. But it. will be remembered that at that
time flaxseed, the raw product, was from $4 to $5 per bushel.
It is therefore evident that, the replacement of domestic lin-
seed oil by soya-bean oil is relatively small and has definite
limitations due to technical superiority of the former.

The question as to protection on vegetable oils narrows itself
to competition. with domestic cottonseed and peanut oils in
the manufacture of edible products, and the more severe com-
petition offered by those cheaper imported oils to the American
dairy industry. Although butter must face competition from.
butter substitutes made from domestic cottonseed oil, regard-
less of the tariff, this competition becomes more intense from:
substitutes made from cheaper imported oils—coconut and.
peanut. The committee therefore reached.the conclusion that.
if the proposed duties: were levied on. imports of coconut,
cottonseed, peanut, and. soya-bean, oils, when imported for.
use in the manufacture of edible products, they would ade-
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quately protect the domestie oil industry and would serve as a
stimulus to further developments of the dairy industry in the
United States.

We therefore propose this provision in the bill, which allows
a rebate if the imported oils are not used for edible purposes.
This would protect the dairy products and at the same time
give the soap manufacturers the benefit of those cheaper prod-
ucts which they desire to use in order to maintain their export
business.

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Benutor if the investiga-
tions of the committee did not disclose the fact that the coco-
nut and soy-bean and peanut oils imported into the United
States are substantially all used in industrial concerns, or for
industrial purposes, and to that extent perhaps displace the
higher grade domestic products which, in America, we are
permitted to manufacture info edible products for eéxport, and
thus get control of the export market of the world in animal
and vegetable fats?

Mr. McCUMBER. No; I think that is hardly accurate.
They are used, of course, for both edible and unedible prod-
ucts. They are used in the manufacture of soap; they are
used in the manufacture of imitation butter, and so forth;
and by this proviso we protect the dairy interests of the coun-
try against the use of the cheaper foreign oils to take the
place of butter fats, and at the same time we do not in-
tergere with the interests of the soap makers In their export
trade.

Mr, KING, Mr. President, I think the able Senator from
North Dakota has not quite accurately stated all the facts with
respect to the imported vegetable oils, I will qualify that.
My information is that these vegetable oils which are im-
ported—soya-bean, coconut, and a very little amount of peanut
oil—are all used for industrial purposes, the soya bean par-
ticularly for the manufacture of soap.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator what scope he
desires to give to the statement * for industrial purposes™?
Of course, making butter is an industry.

Mr, KING. I did not mean that making butter is an indus-
trial purpose. I mean, principally, for soap, for automobiles,
and so forth, s

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator means for nonedible pur-
poses?

Mr. KING. Yes; for nonedible purposes,

Mr. McCUMBER. Of course, that would be true of soy
bean oil, but I think it would not be true of coconut oil, or
of peanut oil, or other oils used in the manufacture of edible
products.

Mr. KING. I have not time to refer to all the information
and the data which I have here, but the statements in the data
I have show, as I now recall, that substantially all the soy-bean
oil and the coconut oil and the peanut oil is used for soap
purposes and for industrial purposes—that is, for nonedible
purposes—and by using those oils for those purposes, it liber-
ates the edible oils and the animal fats produced in the United
States for the production of butfer fats and other edible prod-
ucts not only for use at home but for export, and as a result
we have secured the markets of the world.

The effect of a tariff duty such as this would be the same
as the result of the emergency tariff act, which diverted these
industrial vegetable oils from the United States to Europe.
There many of them were manufactured into edible products,
though the edible products were inferior to the edible products
which we would have sent to Europe, but because of the neces-
gities of the people they were compelled to utilize those oils for
that purpose. Now, every pound of oriental oil that is diverted
from America and sent to Europe is an Injury to the cottonseed
growers of the South and to the farmers, I might also say, of
the United States. The result is that when the emergency
tariff law was enacted there was only one purchaser in
the Orient for the vegetable oils, and that was Europe. Prior
to that there were two purchasers; that iz, the competing
oil men of the United States and the competing oil men of
Europe, <

That resulted in higher prices for the vegetable oils of the
Orient, and the higher prices of the oils in the Orient were re-
flected in the United States and higher prices were paid for
the oils produced here. But just as soon as the emergency
tariff law was enacted, so that the producers of the oriental oil
had only one market, to wit, Europe, their price went down.
There was no competition in the bidding, and with the lowering
of their prices, because there was only one bidder, to wit, Hu-
rope, those lower prices were reflected in diminished prices
her> gnd the cottonseed men of the South obtained a less price
for their oil than they otherwise would have received.

What was the result? Those oils which would have come to
the United States and have largely entered into industrial uses
were sent to Europe and there manufactured into edible prod-
ucts, and the American oil men and shippers of edible and in-
edible oil products lost a large part of their market. So instead
of the emergency tariff law being a beneflt to the oil producers
of the United States, either the producers of vegetable oils or
the producers of animal fats, it was a detriment. -

There was also another injury which resulted from this pro-
cedure. When we import those oils from the Orient we must
refine them. That furnishes work for a large number of people.
As stated, that oil goes into soap and into other inedible prod-
ucts of the United States. So Ameriean manufacturers and
American employees were injured by the exclusion of these oils
which formerly were brought from the Orvient. It is absurd to
say that there is any benefit to the producer of these animal
fats or vegetable oils by the imposition of the tariff duty when,
as everybody knows, the United States is a great field for the
produetion of animal fats, as well as for the development of
vegetable oils,

I call attention now to a chart which I have here, which cor-
roborates, I think, the statements [ have made,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, before introducing the
chart will the Senator yield to me fo present n unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. KING. Certainly.

Mr., McCUMBER. 1 ask unanimous consent that when the
Senafe closes its session on this calendar day it take a recess
ntil to-morrow at 11 o'clock a. m,

The PRESIDING OFFICER.,
ordered.,

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator if he expects to
get a vote this evening? It will take me some time to analyze
this chart.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think we can get a vote to-
night upon this paragraph. So I was about to ask for a short
executive session.

Mr, KING. Very well; I shall be glad to yield for that
purpose.

Without objection, it is so

RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEAMENTS.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to submit a report
from the Committee on Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report
will be received.

Mr, JONES of Washington. From the Committee on Com-
merce I report back favorably with amendments the bill (H, R.
10766) authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation
of- certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other
purposes, and I submit a report (No. 813) thereon.

I invite the attention of Senators to the measure., It does
not appropriate any money; it simply adopts projects, making
appropriations in order. There are two amendments which
the committee have made to the bill, to which there will pos-
sibly be opposition. I know that we can not pass the measure
unless it can be done without taking very much time. I could
not ask the Senator from North Dakeota [Mr, McCumser], in
charge of the tariff bill, to lay aside that bill unless 1 could
assure him that there would be very little discussion on the
river and harbor measure. So I hope that Senators will ex-
amine the amendments which are made to the bill in order
that we can probably ascertain some time in the near future
about what length of time it will take to pass the bill. As I
said, if I find we can pass it in probably an hour or such a
matter, I shall confer with the Senator from North Dakota
about it.

Mr. LENROOT, I should like to ask the Senator from Wash-
ington whether the report filed by the committee presents a com-
prehensive explanation of the two amendments to which he has
referred?

Mr. JONES of Washington. It does not cover them exten-
sively, but it brings out the salient facts, I think, with reference
to each one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be placed on the
calendar.

EXECTTIVE RESSION,

Mr. McCUMBER, I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of exécutive business, ;

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock and
15 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously made,
took a recesz until to-morrow, Tuesday, July 11, 1922, at 11
o'clock a. m.
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NOMINATIONS.

Erecutive nominations received by the Senate July 10 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922.

CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS,

Fred A. Bradley, of Buffalo, N. Y., to be collector of customs
for customs collection district No. 9, with headquarters at
Buffalo, N, Y., in place of George G. Davidson, jr., whose term
of office will expire July 15, 1922,

NAvAr OFFICER oF CUSTOMS.

Joseph W. Pascoe, of Easton, Pa., to be naval officer of cus-
toms in collection district No. 11, with headquarters at Phila-
delphia, Pa., to fill an existing vacancy.

REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE.

Fdwin E. Winters, of Alabama, to be register of the land
office at Montgomery, Ala.

Louis W. Burford, of Colorado, to be register of the land
office at Del Norte, Colo. )

Edgar T. Conquest, of Colorado, to be register of the land
office at Sterling, Colo.

Charles R. Smith, of Colorado, to be register of the land
office at Durango, Colo.

‘Fred C, Stoddard, of Montana, to be register of the land office
at Missoula, Mont,

PROMOTION IN THE REGULAR ARMY.
MEDICAIL CORPS,
To be captain.
irst Lieut. William Le Roy Thompson, Medical Corps, from
July G, 1922, :
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY.
AIR SERVICE.
First Lieut. Donald Frank Stace, Coast Artillery Corps, with
rank from July 2, 1920.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.

First Lleut. Joe David Moss, Field Artillery, with rank from
October 7, 1919,

CONFIRMATIONS.

Lirecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 10 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922,

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE,

Robert Bruce Milroy to be register of the land office, Yakima,
Waslh.,
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. :

Clarence Charles Williams to be Chief of Ordnance, with
rank of major general.

Joseph Frank Janda to be colonel, Adjutant General's De-
partment.

Lonis Stewart Chappelear to be lieutenant colonel, Adjutant
General’s Department.

Richard Kerr Cravens to be lientenant colonel, Adjutant Gen-
eral’'s Department.

Robert Whitfield to be lientenant colonel, Adjutant General's
Department.

Andrew Jackson White to be major, Adjutant General’'s De-
partment. -

Fugene Ross Householder to be major, Adjutant General's
Department,

Edward Roth, jr.,
ment.

Paul Theodore Bock to be major, Air Service.

Kenneth McCatty to be captain, Coast Artillery Corps.

William Anthony Woodlief to be captain, Adjutant General's
Department.

Sherman Robert Ingram to be captain, Veterinary Corps.
o Morton Donald Adams to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery

orps.

Stephen Richard Wood to be chaplain, with rank of major.

Henry Jouette Gelger to be chaplain, with rank of eaptain.

POSTMASTERS,
ARIZONA,
Patrick D. Ryan, Fort Huachuea,
ILLINOIS,
William L. McKenzie, Elizabeth,
Mancel Talcott, Waukegan,
. LOUISTANA,
Novilla T. King, Simsboro.

to be major, Adjutant General's Depart-

NEBRASKA,
Elmer W, Couch, Henry.
Mildred E. Johnson, Mead.
NEW JTERSEY.
Edmund A. Kenney, River Edge.
Jennie Madden, Tuckahoe,
NORTH CAROLINA,
Sadie M. Mullen, Huntersville.

SENATE,
Tuesoay, July 11, 1922,
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess.

The Vice President being absent, the President pro tem-
pore (Mr., OunmmiNs) took the chair.

THE TARIFF,

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. . 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr, Presidenf, on yesterday in my tempo-
rary absence the Senator from Utah [Mr. KiNg] took occasion
again to refer to the effect of protection upon the industries in
some of the Eastern States, and especially in the State of Con-
necticut. I agree with him as to the effect of a protective tariff
upon the great industrial States of the country that have * pros-
pered enormously,” as he says, but I do not agree with him in
some of the conclusions which he reached in regard to the effect
of protection upon the workingmen of the country who are
engaged in the manufacturing industries. The Senator from
Utah took occasion, among other things, to say:

The steel interests and the textile interests in the past have been
beneficiaries of the tariff system, and they have grown rich at the
expense of the people by reason of the tarif rates which have been
imposed.

I am quoting from page 10109 of yesterday’s Recorp.

Mr. President, the fact that this is the greatest and richest
Nation in the world, pays by far the highest wages in the
world, and the further fact that a day's work in this country
will buy anywhere from three to six times as large an amount
of the basic necessities of life as a day’'s work will buy in
many other countries in the world, would seem to justify the
Senator from Utah, when he discusses the demerits of the
protective system, in devoting a few moments to this discunssion
of the merits of the system as demonstrated by the industrial
record of the country under protective tariff.

The Senator went on to say:

Beveral days ago I was discussing the tariff, and alluded to a num-
ber of States which had been particular beneficiaries of high tariffs.
I alluded among others to the State of Connecticut. The able Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax] challenged some of the statements
which I made, I then said that protection undoubtedly had enriched
gome in his State, but that the t wealth of Connecticut, Rhode
Island, and certain protected Btates was in the hands of a limited
number of corporations and individvals. 1 called attention to the
strikes In the mills of his State, to the impoverishment of the people
at work in the mills.

I do not remember that the Senator specified any particular
sirike in Connecticut. I did not know that there was any
strike now existing in Connecticut of any consequence.

Mr. KING., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McLEAN. Certainly,

Mr. KING. I spoke in the past, that there had been strikes,
a greaf many strikes. T did not speak of any in the present,

Mr. McLEAN. Ob, it probably is true that there have been
strikes in Connecticut in the past, but I think there is no
State in the Union whose record is freer from serious strikes
than the State of Connecticut, and it is because, as I shall
undertake to show later, that the wages paid in Connecticut
are probably as high as those paid in any community on earth
for similar services.

I quote further from the Senator’s remarks of yesterday,
where he said that these strikes resulted in the impoverishment
of the people at work in the mills, and where he called at-
tention— ‘
to the {pover% which existed, and called attention to the fact that the
Republicans had by thelr legislation made it possible for certain In-
dustries to reap enormous profits, and that those Industries had driven

out the American workmen and had imported labor from abroad and
forced the wages of the worker down until the wages paid were so

pititultge small that poverty and, in too many instances, gaunt hunger
constant companions of the employees,

were
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